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                                                                     Abstract 
Classroom interactions are crucial in shaping the teaching and learning process in the 
classrooms. Classroom interaction can be influenced by various factors such as language of 
teaching and learning, and the teachers’ choice of teaching method. Teaching Life Sciences to 
English-second-language learners can be a challenge when learners do not have a rich 
vocabulary of the language of teaching and learning, as it affects the types of classroom 
interaction patterns which occur in such classes. 
Life sciences township school teachers face great challenges of learners being unable to express 
themselves in English during the teaching and learning of life sciences. The study was 
underpinned by socio-cultural theory and socio-constructivism perspectives since the main 
focus was on determining classroom interaction patterns in life sciences classes where there 
are second language English speakers. The study took place in Kanana, a township 
characterised by culturally and linguistically diverse people. The sample included two life 
sciences Grade 11 teachers from two different high schools.  
Data was collected through lesson observations to determine the nature of classroom 
interaction patterns in Grade 11 life sciences classrooms with English-second-language 
learners, and through structured interviews to determine how teachers assisted learners in 
enhancing meaningful interaction in Grade 11 life sciences classrooms with English-second-
language learners. Each teacher was observed teaching two lessons in different Grade 11 
classes, and then interviewed. Video recordings of the lessons were analysed by determining 
the four communicative approaches as espoused by Mortimer and Scott (2003), which are 
Interactive/Authoritative, Non-interactive/Authoritative, Interactive/Dialogic, and Non-
interactive/Dialogic. Interview data was analysed using Saldana’s (2009) manual coding. 
The findings from both classroom observations and interviews showed that the nature of 
classroom interaction patterns in the two participant teachers’ classes were more inclined to 
being authoritative than dialogic. As such, the interactions were more of teacher-learner and 
nothing of learner-learner interactions. The little participation occurred as a result of teachers 
using a question and answer method, and using code switching between English and the 
learners’ home languages. The findings revealed that life sciences English-second-language 
learners participate more in teaching and learning of life sciences when using their home 
languages. There is need for a change in the South African School Language Policy to 
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acknowledge the use of learners’ home languages especially in high schools, to ensure learners’ 
understanding of concepts taught. 
Keywords: English-second-language (ESL) speakers, Language of instruction, Interaction 
patterns, Township schools.  
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                             CHAPTER 1: AN OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 
 1.1 Introduction 
With the importance of English in today’s world, teachers look for a significant method to meet 
the demand of learners using this language for communication. However, the use of the English 
language by second language speakers may have a negative impact leading to ineffective 
classroom interaction (Lee, 2000), especially in the case of township school learners. This is 
because township school learners are second if not third speakers of the English language and 
having to learn sciences in English may have an impact in learners not fully participating in the 
teaching and learning, and resulting in less classroom interaction. Language of instruction is a 
powerful tool of transmitting knowledge and communicating within a classroom (Resane, 
2016), because it ensures active and positive classroom interaction between learners-teachers 
and between learners-learners. Africa remains the only continent in the world where formal 
education is generally conducted in instructional languages that are foreign to most learners 
and their teachers (Oyoo, 2017). Most South African schools (township schools included) use 
the English language as the language of instruction, despite it being a second language and 
foreign to most learners.  South Africa has 11 official languages and as provided for in the 
constitution, everyone has the right to education in the official language of their choice 
(Constitution of the Republic of South Africa (RSA), 1996). However, the language of learning 
and teaching in all schools from grade 3 is either Afrikaans or English (Greenfield, 2010). 
Automatically, Grade 10, 11 and 12 life sciences learners are taught life sciences in either 
English or Afrikaans. Tan and Tan (2008) pointed out that learning in a second language is 
considered challenging because learners experience difficulties in deducing the meaning of 
mathematics and science language. This problem becomes worse if the learners are second 
speakers of the instructional language. Learners fail to deduce meaning because they lack 
vocabulary in the language of instruction and this may result in less classroom interaction.   
According to Yore and Treagust (2006) the utterances of both teachers and learners within a 
classroom are important in ensuring effective teaching and learning. However, the utterances 
need to be on a common ground and uttered in a common language to ensure understanding 
(Yore & Treagust, 2006). Language is an element of a sociocultural background (Vygotsky, 
1978) and learners come from diverse cultural backgrounds. Learners having to shift from their 
own cultural background when learning science and adopting the science culture which is 
foreign to them can be a barrier to the effective teaching and learning of sciences. 
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Life sciences English-second-language learners usually struggle with the language of life 
sciences on its own and now having to learn it in English becomes a barrier to effective teaching 
and learning and classroom interaction. Language is the most important tool in classroom 
interaction (Wellington & Osborne, 2001) as it serves various roles (communicative, 
educational, aesthetic, cognitive, etc.), as stated by the Department of Basic Education (DBE) 
(2011).  Language not only facilitates communication (verbal and non-verbal) in classroom 
interaction, but it also enables learners to access information during lessons through thinking 
and reasoning. Language encourages the exchange of talk, teachers’ and learners’ roles and 
simultaneously develops learners’ language and cognition skills for effective communication 
(Nomlomo, 2010). Simala (2001) asserts that language makes it possible for us to understand 
and make sense of the world of Science by providing a cognitive framework of concepts. In 
addition, Nomlomo (2010) defines the teachers’ and learners’ roles as the teacher giving out 
commands and reprimanding the learners, and learners requesting permission to go the 
bathroom within the classroom. Language is the most common medium through which learners 
and educators interact in the Science classroom. The purpose of the study was to explore 
classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 life sciences English-second- language learners’ 
classes as demonstrated by several researchers (see Mortimer & Scott, 2003). 
1.2 Problem statement 
Taylor and Prinsloo (2005) point out that after poverty, language, and in particular proficiency 
in the medium of instruction, is the largest single factor that affects learner performance at 
school. Therefore, language as a medium of instruction on its own is the great contributor to 
learners’ performance at schools, especially learners who are second speakers of the language 
of instruction. Ferreira (2011) argues that English (second language) as a subject, has the 
largest number of learners, thus learners are not only communicating in class in a second 
language, but also have to use it as a medium for learning all their other subjects. Teachers are 
faced with the double challenge of teaching a particular subject in English, while learners are 
still learning the language. Learning sciences involves learning the particular language of 
sciences (Mortimer & Scott, 2003; Oyoo, 2017). This form of language is distinguished from 
everyday language by technical terms such as: photosynthesis, molecule, deoxyribose nucleic 
acid, and protein synthesis, as well as having technical scientific meanings attached to everyday 
terms such as: table, current, force, and cell.  
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Additionally, Wellington and Osborne (2001) argue that it is these technical scientific 
meanings attached to everyday language which English-second language learners find 
challenging. Township school learners, when learning life sciences, have to make use of these 
scientific meanings attached to everyday English language, and most of them, as mentioned 
above, lack vocabulary in the language of instruction. As a result, this disadvantages them and 
learners tend to become passive participants in the teaching and learning process. Township 
school learners being second if not third speakers of English language do not have previous 
experiences of those scientific words and their meanings. It is such words which pose the 
greatest learning difficulty because their meaning depends on prior experience and 
understanding. Wellington and Osborne (2001) further make the point that these specialised 
non-technical terms need to be explicitly “taught and not caught”. This means that learners 
need to be taught these non-technical terms, before learning the actual technical terms of life 
sciences, and they must not just meet them for the first time when learning life sciences, 
because the non-technical terms are essential in deducing the meaning of the technical terms. 
Failure to do so, will not only result in less classroom interaction, but it will also result in failing 
or performing unsatisfactorily in the subject.  
Research in South Africa reveals problems of poor performance in science and mathematics 
education being related to language of instruction deficiencies (Howie, 2001; Skolverket, 
2010). Webb and Mayaba (2010) revealed that not only do South African township learners 
find it difficult to read, write, and argue sciences when learning through an additional foreign 
language, but that they are generally exposed to very little writing in the sciences classrooms. 
It is evident that learning sciences has so many negative bearings such as poor and minimum 
classroom interaction, failing to do exceptionally well in the subject itself, and learners having 
little or no interest in the subject. Proficiency in conversational English is not the only 
prerequisite for English-second-language learners to master Science, English-second-language 
learners also need to be familiar with scientific English. English-second-language learners find 
it difficult to use certain linguistic structures such as logical connectors and specialised 
vocabulary because discourse patterns common to Science such as compare/contrast, and 
problem/solution require a high level of linguistic ability. 
Ferreira (2011) noted that teaching life sciences in English to English-second-language 
speakers negatively affects the learners’ performance and results in ineffective classroom 
interactions during teaching and learning. As such, Maphosa and Mtsi (2016) posited that 
science lessons taught in English are really language lessons, as they involve learning both 
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science language and the English language at the same time. This is because most of the non-
technical terms used in science are words used in English language on an everyday basis. Even 
though there is a slight increase in learner performance in mathematics and sciences in the 
matric examinations, South Africa still ranks among the lowest performing countries in terms 
of mathematics and sciences achievement scale score, according to 2015 Trends in 
International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) (Mzekandaba, 2016).  
Township school learners still struggle when having to demonstrate understanding of certain 
biology concepts when using the English language, despite the rich knowledge and 
understanding of life sciences in township schools (Rollnick, 2000). This is problematic 
because it results in less classroom interaction. In addition, life sciences in South Africa is 
assessed in two languages, namely English and Afrikaans (Department of Basic Education, 
2010). The question papers are only written in English or Afrikaans, first language speakers of 
English and Afrikaans are catered for, while disadvantaging the second or third speakers of the 
language of instruction, specifically township school learners. First language speakers of 
English and Afrikaans can easily interpret and understand questions during assessment. In 
contrast, township school learners who are second and third speakers of English and Afrikaans 
first need to translate the questions written in a foreign language so that they can interpret them 
and understand them.  Greenfield (2010) stresses that the textbooks used by both the teachers 
and learners of townships schools are written in English, and this is problematic when learners 
try to deduce meaning and ensure understanding of knowledge from the textbook. Because 
township school learners lack vocabulary in English it is difficult for them to understand some 
of the meanings conveyed by the textbooks and other sources of information.  
Learning science involves more than just an effort to grasp scientific concepts and knowledge. 
It involves the need to understand the technical and non-technical language as well as the 
mathematical and graphical forms used to present the subject. Technical language refers to 
scientific words/terms which belong to and are only used in science, and non-technical 
language refers to non-science words/ terms that belong to everyday English language but are 
used in science to convey meaning (Oyoo, 2011). As mentioned above, the language of 
instruction plays a vital role in ensuring learner understanding of scientific concepts within a 
life sciences classroom (Resane, 2016). Teachers use it to convey meaning and conduct lessons 
in order to ensure active and positive classroom teacher-learner and learner-learner 
interactions. Teachers’ roles in conveying meaning and promoting dialogical interactions have 
been demonstrated by other scholars (see Mortimer & Scott, 2003). Scholars have 
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demonstrated what a good classroom interaction should be like, such as involving both the 
teachers and learners, and allowing equal bringing of new ideas which are used in the 
construction of new knowledge. The four classroom interaction patterns described by Mortimer 
and Scott (2003) will be discussed in the following paragraph. These interaction patterns often 
occur in classrooms during teaching and learning.  
According to Mortimer and Scott (2003), classroom interactions can take one of the four 
following communicative approaches: namely, Interactive/Authoritative (IA), Non-
interactive/Authoritative (NA), Interactive/Dialogic (ID), and Non-interactive/Dialogic (ND). 
Dialogic discourse in the classroom involves teachers and learners bringing ideas together, 
exploring, and working on them. In contrast, Authoritative discourse does not provide 
opportunities for learners to share their different viewpoints for exploration, but rather the 
teacher focuses more on school science viewpoints (Mortimer & Scott, 2003). For a life 
sciences teacher to effectively conduct an ID lesson approach, there has to be mutual 
understanding between the learners and the teachers over the language of instruction. 
Therefore, the language used to conduct the lesson has to be a language which learners 
understand, and are able show understanding in it in order for the classroom interaction to be 
an ID lesson.  
 It is important to note that English is also the language most widely spoken in the work place 
(DBE, 2010) and is useful for learners’ future studies at tertiary institutions. As such, it is a 
global (international) language associated with economic growth. It however remains true that 
the learners whose home language is not English need more support (DBE, 2010; Rollnick, 
2000) to develop their English language skills. Furthermore, Taylor and Prinsloo (2005) found 
out that learners’ lack of proficiency in the medium of instruction is the main contributor to 
poor learner performance at schools, especially learners from the townships for whom English 
is a second, if not third language. It is therefore important to investigate the nature of classroom 
interaction patterns in the life sciences classrooms. It is imperative to determine whether 
learners are accorded the opportunity to develop the vocabulary and communication skills 
necessary for meaningful learning and understanding of life science concepts. If learners 
acquire the vocabulary of the languages (English and life sciences), they may understand 
scientific concepts in a meaningful way. 
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1.3 Rationale of the study 
Although empirical research has shown that the use of mother tongue in early literacy and 
content learning stages is more effective than the use of a foreign second language, there is 
unfortunately a paucity of empirical evidence which shows that the use of a vernacular 
language at higher levels of learning could lead to educational success and subsequently 
success in career development in the real world (Nyika, 2015). In addition, despite the 
increasing investment in education and some improvement, achievement remains poor among 
South African township schools and its learners who still learn sciences in English, a language 
which is second if not third to them (Prinsloo, Rodgers & Harvey, 2018).  This links with the 
perception that in South Africa, reinforced by its language history, English proficiency is 
necessary to become successful (Probyn, 2016).  It is likely that English will continue to be the 
dominant language  in  science  education,  but  this  poses  a formidable  task  for  second-
language  learners  who must  master  the  Western  discourse,  the  science discourse,  the  
science  content,  and  the  English discourse  while  learning  in  English  (Fung  &  Yip, 2014). 
Having to learn sciences in a language which is foreign to the learners can be problematic, 
especially for township school learners because they are used to expressing themselves in their 
native language, they know the correct words and phrases to use in order to explain a concept 
or scenario effectively when using their native language. 
Heugh (2014) postulated that to have a good classroom interaction it needs tailoring of 
assessments to learners’  home and  school  language combinations, for instance,  by using  
word  glossaries  or  bi-linear  texts or what Probyn (2016) refer to as the “Bilingual 
classroom”.  
1.4 Purpose of the study 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the nature of classroom interaction patterns in grade 
11 life sciences classrooms with English-second-language learners. This study attempts to 
capture the classroom discourse which dominates the township schools, with English being 
used as a medium of instruction to Grade 11 life sciences English-second-language learners. In 
addition, the study will assess how teachers assist learners in enhancing meaningful interaction. 
1.4.1 Research questions  
The following research questions directed this study: 
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1. What is the nature of classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 life sciences classroom with 
English-second-language learners? 
2. How do teachers assist learners in enhancing meaningful interaction in these life sciences 
classrooms? 
1.4.2 Aim of the study 
The aim of the study is to determine the nature of classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 
life sciences classrooms with English-second-language learners. 
1.4.3 Objectives of the study 
To achieve the aim, the following objectives were set: 
1. To investigate the nature of classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 life sciences 
classrooms with English-second-language learners. 
2. To assess how teachers assist learners in enhancing meaningful interaction in Grade 11 life 
sciences classrooms with English-second-language learners. 
1.5 Methodology  
1.5.1 Research design 
The study used a mixed method research design (Creswell, 2014), which is a combination of 
both quantitative and qualitative research designs. The use of this design is appropriate as it 
combines the strengths of both quantitative and qualitative methods to compensate for their 
limitations (Pluye & Hong, 2014).  The researcher, through the use of a quantitative method, 
collected data through classroom observations, analysed, and interpreted the data to determine 
the nature of classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 life sciences classrooms with English-
second-language learners. The researcher then collected qualitative data through interviews to 
authenticate the actions observed in the lessons. 
1.5.2 Sampling 
Using a purposive sampling technique (Patton, 2002), two high schools from the population of 
Kanana township high schools in Klerksdorp were selected. From each school, two Grade 11 
classes were selected for the study. In total the sample included four Grade 11 classes and four 
teachers. The two township schools enrol learners of different home languages placed in 
different classes. One class comprises of Setswana/Sesotho speakers and the other 
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isiXhosa/isiZulu speakers. Both schools use English as a medium of instruction. The nature of 
the sample is suitable for the study because of the diversity of both learners and teachers in 
terms of home languages, values, economic status, and culture, which may influence the degree 
of the classroom interactions (collaborative, individual, authoritative, and dialogic) that take 
place during the teaching and learning process.  
1.5.3 Data collection 
Data collection involved one lesson observation for each of the four classes to determine the 
nature of the classroom communicative approaches as described by Mortimer and Scott (2003), 
and how teachers assist in enhancing meaningful interactions. The four communicative 
approaches as espoused by Mortimer and Scott (2003) are: Interactive/Authoritative (IA), Non-
interactive/Authoritative (NA), Interactive/Dialogic (ID) and Non-interactive/Dialogic (ND). 
The researcher observed how the learners responded to the teachers’ questions and how the 
teachers responded to the learners’ questions and made use of the learners’ responses to 
enhance further communication in terms of authoritative or dialogic approaches. Each of the 
four teachers were then interviewed once, using a structured interview schedule to seek clarity 
on observed practices, and also to authenticate the data from the lesson observations. In 
particular, teachers were asked to elaborate and justify the nature of communicative approaches 
depicted from the analysis of their observed lessons. Both lessons and interviews were video 
and audio recorded respectively, with permission from the participants and then transcribed 
verbatim. 
1.5.4 Data analysis 
During data analysis, the researcher first partitioned the transcribed data from each lesson into 
five-minute intervals to form phases/episodes. Within each of the episodes, the researcher used 
a T-chart tool to record both the teachers’ and learners’ utterances to depict who dominates and 
centres the classroom interactions (Malu, 2018). Because every five minutes of each lesson 
indicates a phase or episode of the lesson, communicative approaches that occurred in every 
episode were coded as IA, NA, ID and ND to indicate the classroom communicative 
approaches depicted. Each communicative approach was counted and recorded as described in 
Lehesvuori, Viiri and Puttonen (2011).  The researcher identified and counted how many times 
a particular lesson was conducted in an authoritative manner or a dialogic manner. Based on 
the results from the analysis of lesson observations, interview data was recorded in order to 
classify the reasons and elaborations given by teachers about the observed classroom 
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communicative approaches in their lessons. Aspects of language difficulties were examined 
amongst the reasons that the teachers gave. 
 
Analysis of the discourse of science lessons involved an iterative process of moving backwards 
and forwards through time, trying to make sense of the episodes as linked chains of interactions. 
Tehmina (2003) identified this coding method of data analysis as a crucial aspect of analysis 
which is effective in organising and making sense of textual data obtained through 
observations. In ensuring reliability, and promoting more dependability on the data, coding was 
done as soon as the data was collected and then recorded after some time and then results were 
compared, as suggested by Krefting (1991). 
 
1.6 Overview of the study 
The study is made up of five chapters. In Chapter 1 the reader is introduced to the research 
where a brief discussion of classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 life sciences English-
second- language learners’ classes and the issue of the language of instruction being different 
from the learners' native language is discussed. The background, the statement of the problem, 
the purpose of the research questions, the aim of the study, and the objectives of the study are 
discussed. This is followed by a brief outline of the research design. A detailed review of 
literature relevant to the study is given in Chapter 2. The literature reviewed deals with two 
theoretical frameworks and how they relate to the study: socio-cultural theory and social 
constructivism theory. In addition, learners’ conception of socio-cultural theory is discussed in 
this chapter to highlight the importance of the learners’ socio-cultural background in the 
teaching and learning of life sciences. Furthermore, the reviewed literature deals with four 
different classroom communicative approaches, as explained by Mortimer and Scott (2003). 
The issue of language in the sciences classroom in South African township schools is also 
discussed in this chapter.  
The methodology of the study is explained and discussed in Chapter 3. It includes the research 
design, the selection of participants, the data collection procedure, the data analysis methods, 
issues of reliability, validity, as well as ethics considerations.  
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The results are presented and interpreted in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 constitutes a discussion of the 
findings, and outlines recommendations on the teaching and learning of life sciences and 
conclusions for the study.  
This chapter introduced the topic of the study by indicating the negative effects of English 
language being used as a medium of instruction in Life Sciences classrooms with English-
second-language learners. In addition, this chapter explored the problem statement and the 
rationale of the study, the purpose of the study and the two research questions. Furthermore, 
this chapter outlined the aim of the study, objectives of the study and briefly discussed the 
methodology used in this study. Lastly, this chapter provided and overview of the study. 
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                                          CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 Introduction 
This chapter is made up of seven main sections. The first section provides the two theoretical 
frameworks which guided this study. The second section explores the South African language 
context; this includes schools Act on language, Language in education Policy and Language in 
Writing Sciences. The third section examines science talk in the classroom. The fourth section 
explores classroom interaction through writing sciences; this includes the technical and non-
technical components of the sciences. The fifth section explores the four classroom 
communicative approaches. The last section looks at ways of addressing language issues in 
science classrooms.  
2.2 Theoretical frameworks 
The study is guided by two theoretical frameworks:  socio-cultural theory and social 
constructivist theory.  
2.2.1 Socio-cultural theory 
Socio-cultural theory proposes how human skills are appropriated by individuals (Säljö, 2009), 
implying that learners’ intellectual achievements and failures do not depend on their efforts 
and discoveries only, but are also the product of culturally-situated forms of social interaction 
(Mecer & Howe, 2012). As such, the knowledge learners possess is as a result of both 
individual effort and a creation of the shared ‘property’ of the community members who 
possess cultural tools in both spoken and written language. In this way, Vygotsky (1978) 
explained the role of language acquisition and use in transforming learners’ thinking. For 
township school learners, having to learn life sciences in the English language hinders the 
teacher from effectively using the language of instruction to transform learners’ thinking. There 
will be two cultural languages inharmonious with each other (the learners’ home language and 
English as the language of instruction).  
Vygotsky (1978) also asserted the importance of social interactions; that is when learners are 
involved in joint activities, they gain new understandings and ways of thinking not only for 
themselves but also for those they interact with. Through learners’ interactions in the 
classroom, township school learners are bound to communicate in their native language simply 
because it is a common language for them and enables them to explain, show understanding, 
convey and receive meaning as intended. According to Reiser, Novak and McGill (2017) 
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learning sciences requires teachers to partner with learners in developing and managing the 
trajectory of their investigations and processes of building knowledge. These cognitive skills 
are clearly stipulated under Section 1 of the Grade 10 to 12 life sciences Curriculum and 
Assessment Policy Statement (CAPS) document (DBE, 2011). If a learner is able to 
demonstrate the above mentioned cognitive skills, this is evidence enough to show that the 
learner has learned the sciences effectively.  According to socio-cultural views, language and 
cognition are closely intertwined, so many of these cognitive skills could as well be described 
as language skills, constituting a cognitive academic language proficiency (Cummins, 2000). 
Therefore, deducing meaning of these words during assessment time will be challenging for 
many township school learners because some of them lack vocabulary in the English language 
which is the language of instruction, and those words play a crucial role in answering life 
sciences content questions.  
Effective science teaching recognises the role of learners’ prior knowledge and experience, and 
the social environment during the process of knowledge construction. Science classrooms are 
culturally and socially constructed contexts which are not neutral in nature (Wee, 2012). This 
means that sciences classrooms consist of learners from various cultural backgrounds who 
interact with one another. Concepts acquired through everyday life experience influence what 
is learned at school and vice versa (Amin, Smith & Wiser, 2014). In addition, learners bring 
ideas and experiences which present different opportunities for the design of teaching and 
learning activities. Social constructivists posit that teachers should recognise the socio-cultural 
background of learners in order to ensure meaningful learning (Calabrese-Barton, Tan, & 
O’Neill, 2014).  Similarly, Mavuru and Ramnarain (2017) state that effective science teaching 
recognises the role of learners’ prior knowledge and experience, and the social environment 
during the process of knowledge construction. This emphasises that when teaching life sciences 
to township learners, as part of their socio-cultural background, their native language must be 
taken into account and be allowed in the construction of new knowledge to ensure good and 
effective classroom interaction. 
The socio-cultural background of learners also refers to learners’ indigenous knowledge system 
(IKS), which comprises socio-cultural practices, experiences and learners’ native language. 
Odora-Hoppers (2001) defines IKS as knowledge that is characterised by its ‘embedded-ness 
in the cultural web and history of a people including their civilisation and forms the backbone 
of the social, economic, scientific and technological identity of such a people’. In addition, 
Indigenous Knowledge (IK) is embedded in the cultural milieu of all people (Maila & Loubser, 
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2003).  This means that every cultural context or environment consists of its indigenous 
knowledge. This reinforces the argument made by this study that every learner comes into the 
life sciences classroom with his or her indigenous knowledge (native language included), and 
may use that indigenous knowledge to construct meaning and understanding.  By introducing 
indigenous perspectives into science teaching, science may be demystified as it becomes 
grounded in local knowledge and the learners’ experiences. As a result, the learners will see 
that such knowledge is not alien to their cosmological knowing (Asabere-Ameyaw & Dei, 
2012). 
2.2.2 Social constructivism 
As mentioned above, social constructivism is one of the theoretical frameworks which guides 
this study. Social constructivist theory posits that learners learn best when the content relates 
to their socio-cultural context (Vygotsky, 1978). This means learning becomes more effective 
when it is related to what learners do, experience and observe in their everyday lives. The 
argument by Vygotsky (1978) supports the claim made by this study which emphasises that 
township learners will learn best if their native language is incorporated in the construction of 
life sciences knowledge, and in doing so, learning will become effective and relatable to the 
learners, and this will result in good classroom interaction between teacher-learner and learner-
learner. The purpose of learning science is to help the learners develop scientific knowledge 
and an understanding of how science works in real life (Okwara, 2016).  
Furthermore, the study is also guided by the social constructivist epistemological view that the 
nature of the learner’s social interaction with knowledgeable members of the society is 
important. Without the social interaction with more knowledgeable others, it is impossible to 
acquire social meaning of important symbolic systems and learn how to use them.  To 
effectively acquire life sciences knowledge, learners have to be in interaction with their teacher, 
who is a more knowledgeable person, to guide them in developing their thinking abilities and 
acquiring new knowledge. Social constructivism emphasises the importance of culture and 
context in understanding what occurs in society and constructing knowledge based on this 
understanding (Kim, 2001). Knowledge construction involves socialisation of individuals into 
the practices of the communities in which they are embedded, hence the importance of the role 
of learners’ socio-cultural background in science teaching and learning.  
2.3 South African language context 
2.3.1 Background 
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Linguistic inequality in Africa can be traced as far back as the 17th century when Africa was 
under colonial rule (Alexander, 1989).  Many African countries including South Africa were 
under the colonial rule of European countries like Great Britain, France, Holland, Portugal and 
others for more than three centuries.  South Africa, for example, was colonised by Holland 
(Netherlands) and Great Britain during the 17th, 18th and 19th centuries (Alexander, 1989).  
When the Dutch East India Company (D.E.I.C.) occupied the Cape in 1652, the indigenous 
peoples (Autshomoa, Krotoa, Doman) of the Cape were using their own languages, and the 
D.E.I.C. influenced them to learn their language Dutch, without any attempt to learn the local 
languages.   As a result, by the end of the 17th century most inhabitants of the Cape colony 
(Dutch, Africans and Malay people) spoke a creole that later became a lingua Franca, 
Afrikaans, in 1925 (Makalela, 2005; Alexander, 1989; Bernstein, 2001). In addition, Dutch 
rule was interrupted by the invasion of the British for the first time in 1795, and later in 1806.  
The British engaged in the “anglicization’ of Africa by introducing English while phasing out 
the Dutch language.  So the two languages competed with each other, and the linguistic 
competition led to the Anglo-Boer War of 1889 – 1902.  The two policies, Dutch and British 
had one thing in common: “de-Africanisation through displacement of African languages” 
(Makalela, 2005). 
South Africa under the rule of Britain, allowed the native South Africans limited access to the 
English language.  English was introduced as a medium of instruction from the fourth grade 
up to secondary education (Alidou, 2004).  That is, African languages were used as media of 
instruction for the first three grades of children’s schooling.  African languages were used as 
transition to English medium of instruction in higher grades.  According to this model, the 
Africans were exposed to their home languages and English for a limited time.  This policy 
perpetuated segregation in the sense that only a few African elites could get access to English 
through formal education, the masses without formal education were alienated by the use of 
foreign languages in certain sectors of their communities such businesses and education.  
Another negative impact of colonialism was the creation of social and gender divisions.  Alidou 
(2004), for instance, claims that the majority of people who attended colonial schools were 
males, the majority of whom were from royal families.  The British authorities enforced the 
use of English in various sectors such as education, law, government, media and speakers of 
Afrikaans tried very hard to put their language on par with English (Bernstein, 2001) 
The British language policy continued to dominate throughout South Africa until the Afrikaner 
National Party took power in 1948 in South Africa.  The Afrikaner National Party changed the 
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language policy by substituting English with Afrikaans as a dominant language, and where it 
was not possible, English and Afrikaans had to be used equally.  The Afrikaner National Party’s 
language policy aimed at giving Afrikaans equal status with English as a medium of instruction 
in schools.  This policy came with oppressive and racial attitudes towards South African black 
people (e.g. the Bantu Education Act) during apartheid in South Africa 
The apartheid government used education as one of its primary tools to enforce separate 
development, and to systematise the deep discrimination against the majority of the population. 
A key aspect of this was the apartheid government’s policies on language in education. The 
primary trigger for the Soweto Uprising on 16 June 1976 was the apartheid government’s issue 
of a decree relating to the language of instruction in senior primary and secondary schools. The 
Bantu Education Department imposed on schools an instruction that English and Afrikaans 
would be the language of instruction at school, on an equal basis. This meant that all subject 
were to be taught in English or Afrikaans equally, and no room was made for Bantu or native 
languages in the education system. Greenfield (2010) states that in the modern democratic 
South Africa, the language of learning and teaching in all schools from Grade 3 is either 
Afrikaans or English, which automatically causes Grade 10, 11 and 12 life sciences learners to 
be taught life sciences in either English or Afrikaans. This policy disadvantages township 
school learners because neither English nor Afrikaans is their mother tongue. Even though 
South Africa has been a democratic state for over 25 years since 1994, the issue of language in 
teaching subjects such as life sciences still disadvantages township school learners who are 
second if not third speakers of the language of instruction. The learners’ native language as 
comprising an important aspect of their socio-cultural background is still not integrated into 
the teaching and learning of life sciences. Arguably, the inclusion of the learners’ language in 
the teaching and learning of life sciences will enhance classroom integration and ensure good, 
active classroom participation which is more learner-centred. 
According Mgwebi (2011) the Afrikaners used state power of the apartheid regime by using 
language policy to divide and rule. Educationally, the Whites who, in most cases, are mother-
tongue speakers of English or Afrikaans, enjoyed more privileges than Coloureds, Indians and 
Black South Africans. White people received education through their mother-tongue and their 
schools were well equipped and had more resources than schools in the South African 
communities, or Indian and Coloured schools.  Bernstein (2001) stated that the annual state 
expenditure on education by 1965 during the apartheid regime was R158 per white student, 
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while it was R12 per black student.  The disparity in funding ensured that whites were getting 
better and advanced education than Indians, Coloureds and Black South Africans. 
Colonial language policy indicates that the colonisers solely aimed at promoting the languages 
of the colonisers at the expense of the indigenous South African languages, and to serve 
European economic and political interests (Alidou, 2004).  The languages were promoted 
through education, where South Africans were taught through the languages of their colonisers. 
As a result, Africans began to think that everything that was valuable and worthy in life would 
only be attained through the use of colonial languages (English and Dutch). Even in the present 
day in the democratic South Africa the black South Africans still receive education through the 
language of the former coloniser which is English language.  The inclusion of South African 
languages in the teaching and learning of complex subjects such life sciences to enhance 
interaction in the English-second-language learners I still viewed as a farfetched dream. 
2.3.2 Language of teaching in South African schools: Schools Act 
Section 6 of the South African Schools Act of 1996 deals with the language policy in public 
schools and it specifically protects every learner’s right to receive basic education in the 
language of one’s choice (Stein, 2017). This includes life sciences, mathematics, and other 
learning areas in the basic schooling phase. The reason for this law is to enable learners to be 
very comfortable with their language of instruction, to enable them to grasp concepts in other 
learning areas, and to be active participants during teaching and learning. Not only does this 
enable learners to pick up concepts in other learning areas more easily, but it also enables 
parents to assist with homework, participate in parent meetings, and communicate with 
teachers in a language which is common to them.   In addition, Section 6 of the Schools Act 
function in the following manner: 1. Subject to the Constitution and this Act, the Minister may 
by notice in the Government Gazette after consultation with the Council of Education 
Ministers, determine norms and standards for language policy in public schools. 2. The 
governing body of a public school may determine the language policy of the school subject to 
the Constitution, this Act and any applicable provincial law. 3. No form of racial discrimination 
may be experienced in implementing policy determined under this section. 4. A recognised 
Sign Language has the status of an official language for purposes of learning at a public school 
(Stein, 2017). It is clear that the school’s ability to choose the language of instruction suitable 
for the schools lies in the hands of the school’s governing body.  
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2.3.3 Language in Education Policy 
The Language in Education Policy specifically recognises diversity beyond language; it refers 
to the support of languages used for religious purposes, and languages used for international 
trade and communication, as well as South African Sign Language, and alternative and 
augmentative communication (that is communication, other than oral speech, that is used to 
express ideas, thoughts and feelings). The Language in Education Policy was published 
together with the norms and standards regarding language policy, which emphasise diversity, 
in line with the South African Constitution.  According to the School Draft Language Policy 
of the Department of Education (DOE) (2013), the language of learning and teaching, or 
language of instruction, must be an official language of South Africa. In Grades 1 and 2, all 
learners must learn at least one approved language. Furthermore, from Grade 3, a first 
additional language is introduced in addition to the language of instruction and all language 
subjects must receive equitable time and resource allocation. The policy is set out to protect 
the language rights of learners, and that no learner must be marginalised on the basis of their 
native language.  
In addition, the policy stipulates that a learner (or if the learner is still a minor, a parent) is 
required to choose a language of instruction on applying for admission to a particular school. 
If the school offers that language of instruction and has the capacity to take the learner, then 
the school must admit the learner (DOE, 2013) If there is no school in the school district that 
offers the learner’s preferred language of instruction, the learner may request the provincial 
education department to make provision for that learner. In her research findings, Stein (2017) 
discovered that if there are at least 40 learners in the same grade (in Grade 1 to 6), or at least 
35 learners in the same grade (in Grades 7 to 12), seeking a particular language of instruction, 
the norms and standards provide that it will be reasonably practicable to provide education in 
that language, and the provincial education department must facilitate this. 
2.4 Mother-tongue as language of Instruction 
Prah (2003) defines language of instruction as the language in which basic skills and 
knowledge are imparted to learners. Where the language of instruction is the same as the mother 
tongue, it affirms the developmental capacity as a language of culture, science and technology 
(Prah, 2003). Gxilishe (1996) assets that where the language of instruction is the same as the 
mother it gives confidence to people as a symbol of their history and culture. Mother-tongue 
as a language of instruction enables people become more creative and innovative in their own 
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mother tongues (Prah, 2003). Bamgbose (2005) argues that mother tongue has a psychological 
and socio-cultural benefits for the child as it enhances continuity in the child’s learning process. 
Mother-tongue as a language of instruction advantages the child to critically and effectively 
demonstrate understanding. Learners are more fluent and creative when using their mother-
tongue. Complex subjects such as sciences and mathematics require innovative and creativity, 
if learners’ home-languages can be included in the teaching and learning of sciences and 
mathematics then learners can perform up to their optimum level. Beka (2016) argues that 
having a strong mother-tongue foundation leads to a much better understanding of curriculum 
as well as a more positive attitude towards complex subjects such as mathematics and sciences. 
The child socialises in his or her community through his or her mother-tongue that is a way in 
which a child is able to express ideas and feelings clearly in a meaningful way. Therefore, 
mother-tongue education is needed for the cognitive development of the child when learning 
complex content.  
2.5 Science talk in the classroom 
Oyoo (2011) argues that teachers hold a greater percentage of classroom talk. This is common 
in many life sciences’ classrooms and it results in less learner involvement in the teaching and 
learning, and poor classroom interaction. Science talk has been defined by many scholars to 
refer to the verbal exchange between the teacher-learner and learner-learner during the teaching 
and learning inside the classroom, as well as verbal exchanges outside the classroom. 
Vetleseter, Henriksen, Lyons and Schreiner (2011) focused on learners’ classroom 
participation in science classes through classroom talk. Vetleseter et al. (2011) argued that 
learners need to actively demonstrate participation in the classroom in order for them to become 
professionals who are able to fulfil current and future demands such as securing sufficient and 
sustainable energy supply. Science talk stimulates classroom interaction and shapes the form 
which classroom interaction may take (dialogic or authoritative). In addition, science talk is 
normally done in the language of teaching and learning (LoLT) which is English. Township 
school learners who are second language speakers of the LoLT experience difficulties in having 
to use the LoLT to actively engage in teaching and learning.  
Aguiar, Mortimer and Scott (2010) also researched various pedagogical approaches to get 
learners talking in the science classroom, and their study was termed “talk in the classroom”. 
Aguiar et al. (2010) investigated learners’ talk in three secondary sciences classes in Brazil, 
and their findings revealed that questions made by learners are important in providing feedback 
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from the learners to the teacher, thus increasing the classroom talk. In South African township 
schools, learners are expected to ask and answer questions in English, which affects the “talk 
in the classroom”. Classroom talk in science is very important as it indicates the level of learner 
engagement within the teaching and learning process. South African township school learners 
being second and third language speakers of English will not have effective classroom talk, 
because they are not fluent in English, and will therefore struggle when having to answer and 
ask questions. Mitchell (2010) concluded that talk was central to quality learning, and that there 
were four kinds of student talk that developed quality thinking: involving students’ existing 
ideas and explanations; increasing student ownership of practical activities; constructive 
challenges to the teacher (or text’s) idea; and lateral, reflective ‘thinking’ questions. Science 
talk has been defined and studied from different perspectives in these various contexts. 
Msimanga and Lelliott (2012) defined science talk as verbal interactions during the lesson. 
This includes all the speech intended to address the teaching or learning of science concepts, 
as well as talk about extraneous issues, and all the scientific or technical speech as well as the 
non-technical, social speech about science. His work entitled “Talking science in South African 
high schools: Case studies of Grade 10-12 classes in Soweto” included a wide range of research 
on classroom talk, particularly in science classrooms, and focused on the verbal exchanges 
between the teacher-learner and learner-learner, and how those talks shaped the classroom 
interaction. Research reports on classroom science talk in the South African contexts point to 
a largely monologic discourse or a discourse dominated by teacher talk, recitation, choral 
responses, and low levels of participation and engagement (Taylor, Muller, & Vinjevold, 2003; 
Verspoor, 2006; Msimanga and Lelliott 2012). This means that most classroom science talk in 
South African township schools tends to be more teacher-centred, and teacher dominated, and 
one of the main causes of that is the issue of LoLT, as all township school learners are second 
language speakers of the English language which is deemed as the official LoLT.  
One of the objectives of the Curriculum and Assessment Policy Statement (CAPS) is to 
encourage learner active participation, which includes talking during classroom discussions 
(DBE, 2011). However, since all learners in township schools are second language speakers of 
English which is the official language of instruction, there is a general concern that they are 
not able to engage with science concepts meaningfully in a language they are not proficient in. 
This results in a lack of conceptual understanding, poor performance in examinations, and 
general under preparedness for tertiary science education. When learning a content based 
subject such as life sciences, township school learners’ first construct meaning using their 
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native language, then try and change it to the English language which is the medium of 
instruction. 
Research into the role of language in science learning goes beyond teacher-learner discourse, 
to interactions between learners (Kamen, et al., 1997). Mercer (1995) describes three types of 
classroom talk by learners, and argues that modes of talk are equivalent to modes of thinking. 
He names disputational talk (characterised by disagreement and individualised decision 
making), cumulative talk (speakers build on each other’s ideas uncritically), and exploratory 
talk (partners engage critically but constructively with each other’s ideas and joint decisions 
are made). Learning sciences requires talking sciences (together with its specialised language) 
in order to ensure effective transmission of knowing, understanding and meaning. Both 
teachers and learners must be jointly engaged in common talk in order for the lesson to be 
interactive. Scott, Mortimer, and Aguiar (2005) emphasise that learners working 
collaboratively on open-ended activities are encouraged to talk their way into solving problems. 
Talking through problem solving activities would indicate understanding and involvement in 
the classroom interaction. Erduran, Simon, and Osborne (2004) state that during the process of 
classroom talk in problem solving activities, learners support each other in high quality 
arguments, engage in social interaction that promotes social construction of knowledge and 
development of beliefs and values.  
Science talk becomes difficult when learners are second speakers of the language of instruction. 
According to Henderson and Mapp (2002) English language has been found to be a significant 
barrier to science learning and science learning, particularly for learners whose home language 
is dissonant from that of the language of instruction.  
2.6 Classroom interaction through writing science 
Writing is a significant skill for learning science (Goodier & Parkinson, 2005; Yore, Bisanz, & 
Hand, 2003). This means that the teaching and learning of scientific writing is also a skill that 
is acquired and very vital for the success in learning sciences. The discourse of science has  
particular grammatical features which are shared with academic writing in general, but are 
particularly evident in science texts (Probyn, 2016), which include lexical density through 
nominalisation (where verbs or processes are turned into nouns, for example, evaporation from 
the verb evaporate). In addition, the discourse of science makes use of particular written genres 
such as explanations, procedures, recounts, reports, arguments, discussions, elaboration, and 
explanation, all of which have particular structures and grammatical features. Probyn (2016) 
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proposes that the grammar and genres of science, with their specialised vocabulary, need to be 
made visible and explicitly taught. Township school learners need to be taught such specialised 
powerful knowledge in order for them not only to succeed in learning life sciences but also to 
actively engage in the teaching and learning of life sciences. Such powerful knowledge is 
implicit, thus privileging learners from well resourced, English speaking highly literate homes, 
where such knowledge may be incidentally acquired (Christie, 2002).  
Township school learners, being second language speakers of English, which is the official 
language of instruction in South African schools (DOE, 2011) have a difficult task when having 
to learn life sciences in a language which is foreign to them. Yore and Treagust (2006) also 
argue that learners in second-language classrooms are generally faced with a double challenge 
of making sense of a second language while trying to understand the disciplinary discourse of 
the content subject. In this instance, South African township school learners first have to make 
sense of the English language, while at the same time they are trying to understand life 
sciences’ content, which becomes problematic for them. Science content and language are 
closely intertwined in the process of learning science, and teaching science involves mediating 
learners’ conceptual shifts, through language, as well being able to express understanding, both 
orally and in writing in the specialised language of science, which is closely aligned to English 
as a language of instruction. This is beneficial for and advantages learners for whom English 
language is their mother tongue, while at the same time disadvantages English second and third 
language learners. Talking science and writing sciences are crucial parts of teaching life 
sciences and they shape the classroom interactions in terms of which communicative approach 
will lead the classroom discourse. Sciences (life sciences included) consists of specialised 
language which is strictly  used in the sciences context but which makes use of the English 
language in order for the “sciences specialised language” to be meaningful to the learners. The 
instructional language (English) used in a science teacher’s classroom has two parts: the 
technical component and the non-technical component. The following sections explain the two 
components of the instructional language, namely, the technical component and the non-
technical component.  
2.6.1 Technical component of sciences 
The technical component is made up of technical words or terminologies specific to a science 
subject (Oyoo, 2011). These are words used within the science classroom during teaching and 
learning and their meanings are significant in the science classroom. These technical 
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component may also be referred to as technical terms, scientific terms/terminology, or simply 
science terms; terms such as: photosynthesis, deoxyribose nucleic acid, protein synthesis to 
name a few. Miller and Osborne (1999) argued that the technical/science words are of English 
language origin and they are deliberately used in science classrooms; however, they have new 
(scientific) meanings in addition to their everyday English meanings. When these words are 
used in the science classroom they hold meaning which is specifically relevant within the 
science classroom and vital for science learning. The basis of these technical components is 
the English language, which is an additional language in the township schools. Making 
meanings of these words will be more difficult for South African township schools’ learners 
as opposed to the English-first- language learners and will have a great impact in terms of 
classroom interactions.  
2.6.2 Non-technical component of sciences 
The non-technical component is the science teachers’ classroom language which is made up of 
non-technical words (Oyoo, 2011). It is this part of the science teachers’ classroom language 
that may be referred to as the medium of classroom instruction or interaction as separate from 
the technical terms. This component of the science teachers’ classroom language may be 
recognisable to be the same as the language in which a science text book is written. In the case 
of South African township schools, the textbooks which learners use in the life sciences 
classrooms are written in the English language. The non-technical words include words such 
as: random, motion, predict, theoretical, define, and demonstrate, to mention a few. These 
technical terms remain key words in the sentences with regard to the understanding of what is 
expected to be done within the teaching and learning of life sciences. Furthermore, they remain 
crucial for the deducing of meaning of the technical terms. The non-technical component of 
science classroom language of instruction/interaction therefore consists of three categories of 
non-technical words, namely, non-technical words in the science context, metarepresentational 
terms, and logical connectives. 
2.6.3 Non-technical words in science context 
Non-technical words in the science context as part of the language typical of science subjects, 
may be considered to constitute a language characteristic of school science. The word 
‘diversity’ for example is more common in life sciences, ‘reaction’ is in chemistry more than 
in physics, in much the same way that the word ‘disintegrate’ would be more acceptable as a 
standard word when referring to the concept of decay of an unstable nucleus in physics. 
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According Childs and O’Farrel (2003) words such “control” hold a different meaning when 
they are used in a scientific experiment and a word such “dominant” hold a unique meaning 
when used in genetics (dominant gene) or in ecology (dominant species). In other words, they 
hold a different meaning in the science context that is different from the meaning they hold in 
everyday use.  
2.6.4 Metarepresentational terms 
Metarepresentational terms specifically refer to non-technical words that signify thinking; 
these include metalinguistic and metacognitive words. According to Mortimer and Scott 
(2003), metalinguistic verbs “are words which take the place of the verb to say (e.g. define, 
describe, explain, argue, criticise, suggest), while metacognitive verbs are words which take 
the place of the verb to think (e.g. infer, calculate, deduce, analyse, observe, hypothesise, 
assume, predict). These are words such as: observe, hypothesise, experiment, classify, analyse, 
conclude, deduce, interpret, define, investigate, and infer. All these words are of English origin 
even though they are used within the science context and they still cause confusion within the 
classroom interactions in the township schools with learners who are English second-language 
speakers. Engagement using those words will still be a challenge for them and which negatively 
affects their results. The value of these words, therefore, is in the fact that knowledge of their 
meanings may enhance students’ understanding of the demands of the examination questions 
so as to accordingly design the correct responses. They enable learners to understand questions 
during assessments and provide responses which the questions require. In addition, students’ 
understanding the meanings of these words may enhance their classroom participation On the 
other hand, if they do not know what is meant by the questions, it will be difficult for them to 
respond to the teacher or to contribute during lessons. As mentioned above, the level of 
difficulty of understanding of these words will be twice as much for township school learners 
as compared with their counterparts who are English-first-language learners. 
2.6.5 Logical connectives 
Logical connectives are words and phrases which serve as links between sentences, or between 
propositions within a sentence, or between a proposition and a concept. These are words which 
create logical sense, rhythm within sentences, and are often used in classes (life science classes 
included). Examples of these logical connectives include words such as: conversely, if, 
moreover, because, therefore, in order to, consequently, by means of, and since, and they are 
commonly used in the oral or written discourses of science to link observation to inference, 
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theory to explanation, hypothesis to experiment, experiment to findings. Likewise, learners’ 
understanding of the meanings of these words would enhance their classroom participation as 
well as the understanding of the processes of learning science, including the science teachers’ 
classroom language. The following section elucidates the four communicative approaches 
which tend to take place within life sciences classrooms, and have a negative effect on the 
learners’ ability to grasp meaning and understanding of life sciences. Proficiency in the 
technical and non-technical components may cause the lesson to take one of the communicative 
approaches to be discussed in the next section. 
2.7 Communicative approaches in the science classroom 
Classroom interactions are crucial in shaping the teaching and learning process in classrooms 
(Aguiar, Mortimer, & Scott, 2010). That is to say, how the teacher conducts his or her teaching 
and learning will determine the outcome of the lesson, in terms of interactions between the 
teacher-learner and learner-learner. The concept of a communicative approach lies at the heart 
of teaching and learning, focusing on the ways in which the teacher works with the students to 
address the different ideas that emerge during the lesson (Mortimer, 2002). In addition, a 
communicative approach focuses on questions such as whether or not the teacher interacts with 
students (taking turns in the discourse), and whether the teacher takes account of students’ ideas 
as the lesson proceeds. According to Moss and Ross-Feldman (2003), any activity which 
requires the learner to speak and listen to others includes the use of communication. Activities 
with communicative purposes are helpful for breaking down barriers, finding information, 
expressing ideas about oneself and learning about culture. The framework consists of four 
communicative approaches that characterise the talk between teacher and students as follows: 
Interactive/Authoritative (IA), Non-interactive/Authoritative (NA), Interactive/Dialogic (ID) 
and Non-interactive/Dialogic (ND). When a teacher works with students to develop ideas and 
understanding in the classroom, their approach can be characterised along these dimensions, 
which extends between two extreme positions: either the teacher hears what the student has to 
say from the student’s point of view, or the teacher hears what the student has to say only from 
the school science point of view. Moreover, these four classes of communicative approach 
provide a very useful tool for identifying the different ways in which teachers can work with 
their students in developing ideas. 
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2.7.1 Dialogic communicative approach  
According to Scott and Mortimer (2005) dialogic discourse in the classroom involves teachers 
and learners bringing ideas together, exploring, and working on them. In this case, the dialogic 
discourse compares views from everyday knowledge and scientific knowledge. In support of 
this view, Lyle (2008) also describes dialogic discourse as being characterised by authentic 
exchanges and forms of communication that create space for multiple voices, for shared 
meaning- making, and for collaboration. This means that both learners and the teacher 
genuinely exchange talk during classroom discourse and there is room for a harmonious 
communication between the participants, and no talk dominates the other.  Mortimer and Scott 
(2003) also point out that ideas from individuals may also be compared, differentiated, and new 
ideas developed, and in this dialogic discourse learners work together whilst each contribute 
different views, which are then used to construct a single, satisfactory scientific explanation. 
Dialogic discourse paves the way for different perspectives, and learners become aware of their 
differences in their views, hence there is always room for acknowledgement and understanding 
of other people’s perspectives in the classroom. In a dialogic communicative approach, 
attention is paid to more than one point of view, more than one voice, and there is an exploration 
of ideas between the teacher and learners. It is important to note that a dialogic approach can 
be interactive (ID) and non-interactive (ND) which will be explained later in this study.  
2.7.2 Authoritative communicative approach  
In contrast, authoritative discourse does not provide an opportunity for learners to share their 
different viewpoints for exploration, but rather the teacher gives attention to the school science 
viewpoints (Scott and Mortimer, 2005).  In an authoritative communicative approach, attention 
is focused on just one point of view, only one voice is heard, and there is no exploration of 
different ideas (Mortimer & Scott, 2003). A point to note, is that the teacher can ignore or 
reshape important ideas and questions from learners. If the teacher perceives learners’ ideas as 
helpful in developing school science, he/she (the teacher) can use them (which is indicative of 
authority). Such a discourse is what Lyle (2008) describes as monologic discourse. This 
discourse targets the teacher’s goals of maintaining control of the classroom and learners, and 
it is characterised by recitation, rote learning, and usually learner passivity.  Authoritative 
discourse entails non-exploration of different viewpoints put forward, which means teachers 
can simply ignore learners’ contributions. Like a dialogic communicative approach, it is 
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important to note that the authoritative communicative approach can be interactive (IA) and 
non-interactive (NA).  
2.7.3 Interactive/Authoritative (IA) approach 
An interactive authoritative (IA) approach is one of four classroom communicative approaches. 
During an IA approach the teacher’s sole aim is to arrive at the desired answer. The teacher’s 
interventions are based on the instructional questions for which in his/her mind there is only 
one answer, and if the students do not come up with the required answer their suggestions are 
put aside (Mortimer & Scott, 2003). A student’s contribution is limited to a single brief 
assertion made in response to the teacher’s question. 
2.7.4 Non-Interactive/Authoritative (NA) approach 
The best example of a non-interactive approach in action is a formal lecture. Here the 
teacher/lecturer has no interest in the students’ ideas and contributions during the teaching and 
learning time. Mortimer and Scott (2003) argue that during the NA classroom interaction the 
teacher presents one specific point of view. This means that all that is being taken into 
consideration during teaching and learning is what the teacher says and not what the learners 
say. The educator is only concerned with covering the syllabus.  
 
 
2.7.5 Interactive/Dialogic (ID) approach  
The interactive/dialogic (ID) approach contrasts with authoritative interactions in that here the 
teacher listens to, and takes account of, the students’ points of view, even though these might 
be quite different from the scientific view.  Mortimer and Scott (2003) state that in the context 
of more interactive teaching, dialogic interactions often occur when the teacher tries to elicit 
students’ views. In addition, during the ID approach the teacher and students explore ideas, 
generate new meanings, pose genuine questions and offer, listen to and work on different points 
of view. 
2.7.6 Non-interactive/Dialogic (ND) approach 
At first glance, the notion of a dialogic communicative approach that is also non interactive 
appears to be self-contradictory. However, if it is noted that a dialogic approach is one where 
attention is paid to more than one point of view (more than one voice is heard), and a non-
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interactive approach excludes the participation of other people, then these features can be 
combined to imagine a teacher making a statement that addresses the students’ or others’ points 
of view, but at the same time, does not call for any turn-taking interaction with the students. 
During the ND approach the teacher considers various points of view, sets out, explores and 
works on the different perspectives.   
2.7.7 Use of communicative approaches in science classrooms 
The use of communicative approaches in enhancing learners’ classroom interactions has been 
proven to be effective (Aguiar, Mortimer and Scott, 2010.  Chin and Brown (2002) found that 
problem solving activities elicit a wider range of students’ questions than directed activities, 
thus resulting in dialogic interaction. Aguiar et al. (2003) assert that learners asking questions 
must by definition lead to interactive discourse. Amaral and Mortimer (2004) found that when 
learners engage in question based activities which require learners to explore and work on ideas 
with a high level of reasoning, within the context of the scientific point of view, this can lead 
to an interactive dialogic interaction. However, Wegerif (2007) argues that question based 
lessons can also yield authoritative interaction lessons. Wegerif (2007) asserts that when the 
teacher is the one asking questions and the responses given by the learners are not what the 
teacher desires, such lessons become authoritative, because learners are not arriving at the 
teacher’s desired point. Aguiar et al. (2003) learned that group work provides a space where 
individual rhythms of learning can be taken into account. It also provides opportunities to 
reinforce the understanding of those who have already come to understand the scientific view 
from whole class debate, as these students now try to talk through classmates’ questions and 
objections, which may result in either an authoritative or a dialogic interaction pattern. 
Additionally, when the learners discuss in groups, and one learner within the group takes the 
position of the teacher and becomes in charge of the group, the interaction may become 
authoritative. In contrast, if all learners in a group collectively work together, with no one being 
in charge of the group, this could yield a dialogic interactive lesson. Jeyasala (2014) asserts 
that teachers should encourage students’ communicative competence all the time, and besides 
their limitations to use language fluently and accurately, they should provide them with spaces 
to interact with others or to immerse them in speaking activities that enhance their ability to 
use the target language. Learners should be encouraged to take the initiative to participate and 
dare to express their ideas, it does not matter whether they use the language properly, but at 
least, they need to try and improve it through constant repetition (Richard, 2006). Learners 
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through repeated trial and error will master communication through the use of English 
language. According to Richard (2006) communicative competence involves the following 
aspects of language knowledge: knowing how to use the language in different situations, 
knowing how to vary the use of the language according to settings and participants (formal and 
informal speech), being able to understand different types of texts, and knowing how to 
maintain communication despite any limitation the speaker might have. 
Table 2.1 shows an illustration of how communicative approaches were utilised in research by 
Aguiar et al. (2003) on the use of the communicative approaches. These are summarised by the 
table that follows. 
Table 2.1: Illustration on the uses of communicative approaches 
 
Table 2.1 summarises the findings of the study by Aguiar et al. (2005) where the lesson was 
conducted via the use of questioning between the teacher-learner and learner. The lesson 
consisted of three episodes, with both an authoritative communicative approach, and a dialogic 
communicative approach. 
2.8 Addressing language issues in the science classroom 
Life sciences teachers need to be very careful when planning for lessons, and they must take 
into consideration information about learners’ prior knowledge, so that they can use that 
understanding to structure the lesson in order to ensure effective classroom interaction.  
Ferreira (2011) proposes that to determine learners’ prior knowledge, it is necessary to 
formatively assess or probe what learners know, for example, when teaching the topic ‘Animal 
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nutrition in mammals’ to Grade 11 life sciences learners, it is vital that the teacher first asks 
the learners probing questions relating to the topic in order for the educator to know how much 
learners know about the topic, what misconceptions and phenomenological primitives (P-
prims) are they bringing to the classroom, and how do they feel about the topic. There are 
various possible strategies that life sciences teachers could implement to teach English-second-
language (ESL) learners’ scientific discourse, concepts, and terminology, though some will be 
more effective than others. The following are ways in which teachers can address language 
issues in the science classroom and increase classroom interaction. 
2.8.1 Code-Switching as a classroom communication means  
Classroom discussion plays a central role in the collective construction of science knowledge 
(Mortimer & Scott, 2003). When learners collectively engage in classroom discussion, they are 
learning from each other and consequently they are constructing new science knowledge 
together. Township school learners for an example who are second and third speakers of the 
English language, such peer discussions are effectively implemented if learners are allowed to 
discuss through their mother-tongue in order for meaning making to be effectively achieved. 
Probyn (2016) asserts that teachers have an obligation to use learners’ home languages to 
explain scientific concepts for meaningful learner understanding. Learning happens in the 
student’s mind and the focus of teaching is on the learner’s understanding or conceptual 
operations. The teacher, therefore, needs to have an idea of the learners’ existing understanding 
of concepts. Since learning is not passive but is an active construction of meaning, language is 
important and plays a crucial role in ensuring that learners do understand. Most of the time at 
school and in their respective communities, learners communicate in their native mother tongue 
and this allows them to ensure that meaning is received in the mind the same way it was 
intended when it was uttered. Therefore, code switching should not be seen as disrupting 
leaners in learning but should be viewed as scaffolding learners, bringing them closer to making 
meaning.  
Piaget (1964) argued that learning is an individual process, prompted by action, leading to the 
re-organisation of stimulus-response schema or internal structures in the individual mind. 
Because teachers cannot think and construct meaning on behalf of learners, they need to create 
learning environments which are conducive, and provide appropriate cognitive support to 
expand learners’ learning abilities. Allowing the use of code-switching during teaching and 
learning will stimulate learners’ minds, making them feel free to outwardly express their 
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internal thinking. Learners’ native language can be used as a tool in the process of mediation. 
This can be done through allowing the use of code-switching during meaning making, because 
learners construct new knowledge based on what they already know, and connect and use what 
they know to gain new information. Therefore, their mother-tongue and what they know and 
understand best should be seen as a tool in mediating learning and for constructing new life 
sciences knowledge. Researchers advocate for code switching in both mathematics and science 
teaching (Meyer & Crawford, 2011; Setati, 2008). When learners code-switch to their mother-
tongue during teaching and learning of sciences they become empowered as they can think and 
express their thought processes easily. Alidou, Boly, Brock-Utne, Diallo, Heugh, and Wolff 
(2006) posits that allowing learners to code-switch to their home-languages this in a way 
provides culturally relevant education through the valuing of African home languages and 
sociocultural backgrounds. However, Nomlomo (2010) assert that code switching can only be 
effective if the teacher is proficient in both English and indigenous languages. The teacher must 
be familiar with the learners’ home-language in order to interpret what the learners say during 
classroom discussions, questions and answers.  
Mercer (2010) asserts that knowledge exists as a social entity and not just as an individual 
possession, and that people make use of language to construct knowledge together. Therefore, 
using a language which learners know best and have mastered should be allowed in the 
construction of new knowledge and meaning making. According to Mercer, there are three 
important points about the notion of construction of knowledge, especially at school. Firstly, 
knowledge construction must include verbalisation or putting things/ideas into words (in 
addition to other kinds of mental imagery that can lead to learning of concepts) in order for 
them to be shared.  Secondly, verbalisation of ideas and understanding enables the assessment 
of learner understanding as the lesson/episode progresses. Lastly, talking makes it possible to 
achieve the aims of school life science. These are:  specific aim 1: knowing life sciences; 
specific aim 2: investigating Phenomena in life sciences; specific aim 3: appreciating and 
understanding the history of life sciences in society). In other words, learners must not only 
acquire the frames of reference for solving scientific problems, but must also be accountable 
for the solutions they reach. They need to justify their solutions in terms of the scientific terms 
of reference. This they do using both the specialised language (science language) of the 
discipline, and ordinary language (language of instruction) as they explain their justifications. 
Therefore, learners’ native languages should be allowed as ordinary languages in the teaching 
and learning process. This is possible through the acknowledgement and use of code-switching. 
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Dere-wianka’s (2014) view code-switching as mobilising learners’ home language as a 
resource in making science concepts more accessible to the learners. Learners are able to use 
their utmost tool to engage with science content.  
Asabere-Ameyaw and Ayelsoma (2012) found that the exclusive use of a foreign language 
(such as English) for science instruction could be detrimental to the acquisition of scientific 
concepts among indigenous communities. These indigenous communities include the township 
schools where learners use English as the medium of instruction. Setati, Chitera and Essian 
(2009) in their research findings, noted positive learner participation and teachers managing to 
scaffold deductive and inductive reasoning, where code-switching was used, which would not 
have been possible if the learners were communicating in a foreign language. Furthermore, 
Alidou et al., (2006) argue that the use of a code-switching strategy in classrooms also indicates 
some degree of transformation in previously colonised African countries. Mavuru and 
Ramnarain (2019) discovered that through code-switching, learners acquired the confidence to 
critically express their views on science issues. Teachers drew on learners’ home-language and 
used real life problems in facilitating conceptual understanding in learners. In addition, the 
research findings revealed that teaching science exclusively in English can stifle learner 
understanding of scientific concepts, and that code-switching plays an important role in 
improving learner conceptual understanding in science learning (Mavuru & Ramnarain, 2019). 
Mavuru and Ramnarain’s (2019) research findings concur with previous research which found 
that when provided with equitable opportunities, diverse learners capitalise on their linguistic 
and cultural resources in ways that may be unrecognised in science classrooms (Solano-Flores 
& Nelson-Barber, 2001). Similarly, Civil and Planas (2012) established that the use of a 
dominant language and the language shared by learners’, reinforced argumentation and enabled 
learners to develop higher comprehension skills. Research has shown that the inclusion of 
learners’ home-language enhances learners’ participation in classrooms during teaching and 
learning. Learners actively participate when they are allowed to code-switch, and learners’ 
active participation results in dialogic interaction.  According to Nieto (2004) using learners’ 
home language or everyday language during instruction has been found to increase the 
accessibility of science during instruction. 
2.8.2 Use of Interactive Dialogic (ID) approach  
Dialogic teaching for meaning-making contrasts with authoritative practices in that it 
introduces interactive approaches to whole class teaching (Alexandre, 2004; Lyle, 2008). If 
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managed appropriately, a dialogic approach can lead to learner engagement at a deeper level 
as well as raising the quality of classroom interaction between learner-learner and teacher-
learner. As Alexandre (2004) argues, understanding is a dialogic process crafted through 
teacher-learner interaction, in which the teacher values the learners’ voices and promotes 
reflective learning. When a teacher values the learners’ voices and contribution of ideas within 
the classroom that will increase the level of learners’ participation within the class thus also 
creating good classroom interaction. Armstrong et al.  (2005) define interaction as a “give and 
take” between the learner and the teacher, wherein both the teacher and the learners need to 
contribute ideas equally during the teaching and learning meaning-making process. The 
interactions are not supposed to be one sided or dominated (authoritative) with the teacher 
being too controlling and giving learners little or no room for the contribution of ideas. Learners 
need to feel that they are being allowed to take part in the activities, sharing ideas and engaging 
in group meaning making in order for them to perform to their full potential.  
Mortimer and Scott (2003) view talk as being central to the meaning making process and thus 
central to learning. Through an interactive dialogic approach, learners are allowed to engage in 
good meaningful talks and contribute ideas in the teaching and learning process. Similarly, 
Webb and Mayaba (2010) claim that individual reasoning has part of its origins in dialogue, 
which shows that a dialogic approach, meaning making and individual thinking are central in 
effective meaningful leaning and construction of new knowledge. Learners engage in a dialogic 
discourse or classroom interaction involving authentic dialogue (real talk about real ideas and 
not correct answers in the teacher’s mind), foregrounding learners’ ideas for discussion. 
2.9 Summary of Chapter 2 
This chapter explored the two theoretical frameworks which guided this study. Firstly, the 
socio-cultural theory, which emphasised the incorporation of learners’ cultural backgrounds in 
the construction of new scientific knowledge. The learners’ cultural background knowledge 
includes the learners’ native language. The second theoretical framework which guided this 
study, was the social constructivism, which placed emphasis on learners learning best when 
the content relates to their socio-cultural context (Vygotsky, 1986). This means learning 
becomes more effective when it is related to what learners do, experience, and observe in their 
everyday lives. Knowledge construction involves the socialisation of individuals into the 
practices of the communities in which they are embedded, hence the importance of the role of 
learners’ socio-cultural background in science teaching and learning.  In addition, this chapter 
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also looked at the four communicative approaches, which are: interactive and non-interactive, 
dialogic and authoritative. Dialogic discourse in the classroom involves teachers and learners 
bringing ideas together, and then exploring and working on them. In this case, the dialogic 
discourse compares views from everyday knowledge and scientific knowledge. In contrast, in 
an authoritative communicative approach, attention is focused on just one point of view, only 
one voice is heard, and there is no exploration of different ideas (Mortimer & Scott, 2003). A 
point to note, is that the teacher can ignore or reshape important ideas and questions from 
learners. If the teacher perceives learners’ ideas as helpful in developing school science, he/she 
(the teacher) can appropriate and use them (which is indicative of authority). Furthermore, this 
chapter also looked at issues of language in teaching sciences, the background of language 
within South African schools, the Schools Act on language, the Language in education Policy, 
language in writing sciences, together with the technical and non-technical components that 
are found within the sciences classroom. Lastly, this chapter explored various teacher 
interventions in assisting life sciences township learners. Interventions such as code switching 
as a means of classroom communication, was seen to be using an interactive dialogic (ID) 
approach. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
3.1 Introduction 
This chapter provides a detailed discussion and explanation of the design and procedure used 
in this study. Firstly, the research design is discussed. Secondly, the research questions, aim 
and objectives are outlined in this section. Thirdly, the process of selection of participants for 
the study is presented, followed by the procedures for data collection and data analysis. 
Fourthly, a discussion of how both trustworthiness and dependability of the results were 
ensured is made. Lastly, how ethical issues were addressed is discussed. 
3.2 Research design  
The study used a mixed method research design (Creswell, 2014), which is a combination of 
both quantitative and qualitative research designs. The use of this design is appropriate as it 
combined the strengths of both quantitative and qualitative methods to compensate for their 
limitations (Pluye & Hong, 2014). Using the quantitative method, the researcher collected data 
through classroom observations, analysed, and interpreted the data to determine the nature of 
classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 life sciences classrooms with English-second-
language learners. In addition, the researcher also collected qualitative data through interviews 
to authenticate the actions observed in the lessons and any misunderstanding that were 
encountered.  
3.2.1 Research question, aim and objectives  
The current study was guided by the following research questions in order to determine 
learners’ linguistic skills and engagement with science concepts in life sciences classrooms:  
1. What is the nature of classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 life sciences classrooms 
with English-second-language learners? 
2. How do teachers assist learners in enhancing meaningful interaction in these life sciences 
classrooms? 
The aim of the study was to determine the nature of classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 
life sciences classrooms with English-second-language learners. 
To achieve the aim, the following two objectives were set: 
a) To investigate the nature of classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 life sciences 
classrooms with English-second-language learners. 
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b). To assess how teachers assist learners in enhancing meaningful interaction in Grade 11 life 
sciences classrooms with English-second-language learners. 
3.3 Selection of participants  
Using purposive sampling (Patton, 2002) from the population of two high schools in Kanana 
Township in Klerksdorp, and from each school, two Grade 11 classes were selected for the 
study. In total the sample included four Grade 11 classes and two teachers. The two township 
schools enrol learners of different home languages, one Setswana/Sesotho and the other 
isiXhosa/isiZulu. Both schools use English as a medium of instruction. The nature of the 
sample is suitable for the study because of the diversity of both learners and teachers in terms 
of home languages, values, economic status, and culture, which may influence the degree of 
the classroom interactions (collaborative, individual, authoritative and dialogic). The 
limitations of using such sampling is that it did not represent the wider population of Kanana 
Township, but it had applicability beyond the case to similar cases (Cohen, Manion & 
Morrison, 2000).  
Table 3.1: Participant profiles 
 Teachers’ pseudonyms 
Mrs Ngubo Mr Nthorela 
Gender Female Male 
Home language Xhosa Sotho (Southern Sotho) 
Ethnic group Black Black 
Teaching experience 22 years 15 years 
Qualification Advance Certificate in Education) 
(ACE) 
BEd Degree 
Subjects taught Life Sciences and Natural Sciences Life Sciences 
Average class size 38 60 
 
Furthermore, the two school were chosen because they both portrayed typical township 
schools’ characteristics. English language being the second if not third language to all learners, 
and its being used as a medium of instruction, overcrowded classes, few teaching resources, 
and learners with various African indigenous languages. Because all the chosen participants 
were second and third language speakers of English, which is the language of instruction in 
teaching life sciences, it enabled the researcher to depict the type of classroom interactions 
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which occurred in the observed lessons to be a result of the English language being used in 
teaching life sciences to township school learners. Teachers’ experiences were also regarded 
as one of the vital aspects in the chosen participants, because it showed their experience in 
dealing with the issue of the language of instruction being different from the learners’ home 
languages, and how they were able to develop learners’ linguistic skills and engagement with 
science concepts during teaching and learning. 
3.4 Data collection 
Data collection involved one lesson observation for each of the four classes. During the 
classroom observation, the researcher observed the four communicative approaches as 
espoused by Mortimer and Scott (2003). The purpose of classroom observations was to answer 
the first research question of the study, and determine the nature of classroom interaction 
patterns in Grade 11 life sciences classrooms with English-second-language learners. The four 
communicative approaches which were being observed during observations were: 
Interactive/Authoritative (IA), Non-interactive/Authoritative (NA), Interactive/Dialogic (ID) 
and Non-interactive/Dialogic (ND). For each school, each teacher was observed teaching two-
45-minute lessons and all the lessons were observed in one day during separate times.  The first 
lesson observations for each school were done in the morning before break-time, and the 
second lesson observations were done in the afternoon after break-time. The reason behind 
these separate times was to allow the researcher to do a preliminary analysis of the videos made 
of the lessons, in order to be able to ask the teacher’s questions based on the lesson observed 
to seek clarity. The researcher observed how the learners responded to the teachers’ questions 
and how teachers responded to the learners’ questions, and made use of learners’ responses to 
enhance further communication in terms of authoritative or dialogic approaches. The second 
phase of data collection will be explained in the following paragraph. 
Table 3.2 Details of lesson observations 
 Mrs Ngubo Mr Nthorela 
 Grade 11 A Grade 11 B Grade E Grade F 
Topic taught Cellular respiration: 
Aerobic and 
Anaerobic 
respirations 
Cellular respiration: 
Aerobic and 
Anaerobic respirations 
Gaseous 
exchange: 
Human Gas 
Exchange 
Gaseous 
exchange: Human 
Gas Exchange 
Time of the 
lesson 
45 minutes mid-
morning 
45 minutes in the 
afternoon 
45 minutes early 
morning 
45 minutes in the 
afternoon 
Total 
number of 
lessons 
2 2 
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The second phase of data collection involved structured interviews with the teachers. The 
purpose of the interviews with the teachers was to answer the second research question of the 
study, which was to determine how teachers assist learners in enhancing meaningful interaction 
in the life sciences classrooms. The interviews were done after the observations on the same 
day, to seek clarity on the observed acts, and also to authenticate data from the lessons 
observed. The rationale behind conducting interviews on the same day after the observations 
was for the researcher to be able to capture all that transpired during the observations, and 
enabled the teachers to easily answer questions based on the observations, as they were still 
fresh in the minds of both the teachers and the researcher. The interview session with Mrs 
Ngubo was done in her class after the learners had left the class and it was quiet. The interview 
session with Mrs Ngubo lasted for 10 minutes and was audio recorded. The researcher asked 
Mrs Ngubo 10 sets of questions which focused on communicative approaches which occurred 
within her two lessons, how the use of the English language influenced classroom 
communicative approaches which emerged in the lessons, and various strategies she uses in 
her classroom to enhance learner participation. Mrs Ngubo was then given a chance to respond 
to one question at a time.  
The interview session with Mr Nthorela was done in the science laboratory after the second 
lesson observation in the afternoon after the learners had left and it was quiet. The interview 
session with Mr Nthorela lasted for 10 minutes and was audio recorded. The researcher asked 
Mr Nthorela 10 sets of questions which focused on communicative approaches which occurred 
within his two lessons, how the use of English language influenced classroom communicative 
approaches which emerged in the lessons, and various strategies he uses in his classroom to 
enhance learner participation. Mr Nthorela was then given a chance to respond to one question 
at a time. Both interviews were transcribed verbatim and used during data analysis see appendix 
3A and 3B.  
3.5 Data analysis 
During data analysis, the researcher first partitioned the transcribed data from each lesson into 
five-minute intervals to form phases/episodes. The researcher used a T-chart tool to record both 
the teachers’ and learners’ utterances to depict who dominated and centred the classroom 
interactions (Malu, 2018). Because every five minutes of each lesson indicated a phase or 
episode of the lesson, communicative approaches that occurred in every episode were coded as 
IA, NA, ID and ND to indicate the classroom communicative approaches depicted. Each of the 
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approaches were then counted and recorded as described by Lehesvuori, Viiri and Puttonen 
(2011).  The researcher identified and counted how many times a particular lesson was 
conducted in an authoritative manner or a dialogic manner. Based on the results from the 
analysis of lesson observations, interview data was coded, in order to classify the reasons and 
elaborations given by teachers about the observed classroom communicative approaches in 
their lessons. Aspects of language difficulties were examined, which were some of the reasons 
that the teachers gave. Analysis of the discourse of the science lessons involved an iterative 
process of moving backwards and forwards through time, trying to make sense of the episodes 
as linked chains of interactions. Tehmina (2003) identified this coding method of data analysis 
as a crucial aspect of analysis, which is effective in organising and making sense of textual data 
obtained through observations.  
In the interviews, both teachers were asked about their views on English being used as a 
medium of instruction; how does the use of English affect interactions in their classes; and 
what methods do they use to enhance interactions in their classes. Interview analysis involved 
an iterative process of moving backwards and forwards through the raw data trying to make 
sense of the data and looking for themes that emerged. The researcher used a coded-method in 
analysing the data from the interviews. Similar responses uttered by the teachers were grouped 
in similar codes, while codes sharing the same characteristics were grouped into categories. 
Similar categories were then grouped into themes. The researcher highlighted various themes 
which occurred from the raw data and used them in discussing the findings in Chapter 5. The 
researcher was guided by the Saldana (2009) coding method in highlighting the themes.  
Table 3.3 that follows is a T-chart tool which was used to capture utterances in grade 11 A of 
Mrs Ngubo. The tool was used during data analysis to capture utterances made both by Mrs 
Ngubo and her learners in grade 11 A. The same tool was used in all four lessons observed. 
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Table 3.3: T-chart tool used in data analysis to capture teacher and learner utterances 
 
3.4 Validity and Reliability  
According Creswell (2009), reliability refers to the consistency in the way the researcher 
collects data in different settings. Validity on the other hand, refers to correctness or precision 
of a research reading (Joope, 2000). In this study, the validity of the data was ensured by the 
choice of data collection instruments used in the study. The researcher used video recordings 
of the lessons during classroom observations. This enabled the researcher during data analysis 
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to measure what was intended, and that the research questions were being answered during 
data analysis. This included correct recordings of classroom interaction patterns which 
occurred during different phases of the lessons, and what led to the occurrence of the different 
types of interaction patterns.  The researcher was consistent during the classroom observation 
and ensured that the same procedure of recording of the lessons was applied in all four lessons 
observed, the same video recording instrument was used in all four lessons, to ensure reliability 
of the data obtained during the lesson observations. The research questions guided the correct 
collection of data during all four lessons observed in the two schools. Audio recordings of the 
interviews with the two teachers enabled the researcher to correctly transcribe the two teachers’ 
responses. The same audio recording tool was used in both interviews with the two teachers 
and the interviews were done on the same day as the lesson observations. To ensure the 
trustworthiness of the findings, coding was done as soon as data was collected, and then 
recoded after some time, and the results were compared (Krefting, 1991). The researcher 
analysed the four videos of the lessons repeatedly, to ensure accurate findings and these 
findings were compared with the other earlier analyses.  The researcher then discussed the 
findings with the teachers to seek elaboration, confirmation, or refutation.  
3.5 Ethical considerations 
The study was ethically approved by University of Johannesburg’s ethics committee and the 
ethics approval certificate was issued to the researcher prior to conducting the research (see 
appendix 1). In addition, the Department of Education approved the researcher’s application to 
conduct the study at two of its high schools in Kanana townships. The researcher was issued 
with an approval letter (see Appendix 2).  Gibbs (2007) emphasised that participants in a 
research study should know exactly what they are getting themselves into, and what will 
happen to them during the research. He further asserts that the participants must be aware of 
the data they provide, and what will happen to the data they give after the research is complete. 
As required, this study adhered to the University of Johannesburg’s ethical principles and fully 
kept the participants informed about what was happening in the study, and their permission 
was requested prior to conducting the research. Furthermore, in the case of participants who 
were below the ages of 18 years, their legal guardian or parents were issued with consent forms 
and letters requesting permission to conduct the research since the participants were under age 
to give consent. 
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In addition, participants were made aware of any risks and they were also made aware of their 
rights to withdraw from the study if they wished to do so without any consequences, and that 
their withdrawal would not affect their desire to participate in the study at a later stage. All the 
participating teachers were provided with the facts, sheets explaining the aims of the research, 
as well as their rights to withdraw from the study should they wish to do so at a later stage. The 
participants were guaranteed of their anonymity (protecting their identity) within the study, and 
that any data obtained from them would solely be used for the study and it would be saved for 
no longer than two years, and thereafter collected data would be destroyed. Lastly, the 
participants were given the researcher’s contact details in order to contact him should they feel 
the need to see the findings of the research. 
3.6 Summary of Chapter 3 
This chapter presented the research design used in this study which is a mixed-methods 
research design (Creswell, 2014). The use of this design was appropriate as it combined the 
strengths of both quantitative and qualitative methods to compensate for their limitations 
(Pluye & Hong, 2014). This chapter also discussed the selection of participants from the 
population of Kanana township high Schools in Klerksdorp. This chapter provided profiles of 
participants in table 3.1 above, and details of the lesson observations in table 3.2 above. This 
chapter included data analysis procedures used in the study, and explained that the researcher 
used a T-chart tool to record both the teachers’ and the learner’s utterances to depict who 
dominated and centred the classroom interactions (Malu, 2018) (see table 3.3). This chapter 
discussed how it used Saldana’s (2009) manual coding to analyse data from the interviews. 
Lastly, this chapter outlined procedures used in ensuring the validity and reliability of the data 
as well as the measures taken for ethical considerations.  
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                                       CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH FINDINGS  
4.1 Introduction 
This chapter presents the results of classroom interaction patterns in four Grade 11 life sciences 
English-second language learners’ classes in two different schools. The findings were derived 
from the two main data sources: classroom lesson observations and after-lessons observations 
interviews. The chapter is made up of two main sections. The first section answers the first 
research question of the study, and the second section answers the second research question of 
the study. The first section is a presentation of the nature of classroom interaction patterns in 
all four classes observed. This is followed by the comparisons of the nature of interaction 
patterns in the four lessons observed. This is meant to answer the first research question: what 
is the nature of classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 life sciences classrooms with 
English-second-language learners? The second section presents findings on the teachers’ 
efforts in enhancing meaningful interaction in the life sciences classes. This is meant to answer 
the second research question: how do teachers assist learners in enhancing meaningful 
interaction in these life sciences classrooms? The presentation is done according to themes that 
were drawn from the research data sources that helped to ‘unpack’ classroom interaction 
patterns in Grade 11 life sciences English-second-language learners’ classes. 
4.2 Classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 life sciences classes 
The findings in this section were generated from the four lessons observed from the two 
schools. This section is divided into two sub-sections: the first sub-section presents the nature 
of classroom interaction patterns in Mrs Ngubo’s classes from School 1. The second sub-
section presents the nature of classroom interaction patterns in Mr Nthorela’s classes from 
School 2. Both Sub-sections 1 and 2 provide evidence of what transpired during the lessons 
and discusses how language impacted the classroom interaction patterns. From the four Grade 
11 life sciences classes observed with English-second-language learners it was found that the 
interaction pattern which dominated the lessons was the authoritative interaction pattern. As 
such, the four lessons were teacher- centred and were conducted as formal lectures. 
4.2.1 Nature of classroom interaction patterns in Mrs Ngubo’s classes 
Mrs Ngubo was observed teaching two Grade 11 life sciences classes whilst teaching the topic: 
Cellular Respiration: aerobic and anaerobic respiration processes. Mrs Ngubo was doing 
revision with her learners and she was teaching using previous life sciences grade 11 question 
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paper. The four classroom interaction patterns which occurred in her class were captured and 
are presented in table 4.1 that follows.  
Table 4.1. Percentage of communicative Patterns in Mrs Ngubo’s classes 
 Communicative approaches (%) 
Lesson time Interactive-
Authoritative 
Non-Interactive-
Authoritative 
Interactive 
Dialogic 
Non-Interactive-
Dialogic 
Grade 
11A 
Mid-morning 45 45 10 0 
Grade 
11B 
 Afternoon 50 10 40 0 
Average  47.5            27.5 25 0 
 
Based on the information from table 4.1, the nature of classroom interaction pattern from Mrs 
Ngubo’s classes with English-second-language learners was teacher-centred. In addition, 
classroom interaction patterns which occurred the most were authoritative interaction patterns. 
Learner participation was less in Mrs Ngubo’s classes, hence table 4.1 indicates that dialogic 
interaction patterns occurred less in Mrs Ngubo’s classes with an average of 25%. Grade 11 A 
involved the teacher doing most of the talking, the teacher only involved the learners when she 
asked learners questions randomly and did not direct questions to specific learners. In addition, 
the only time when the learners got an opportunity to say anything, was when they replied to 
closed-ended questions which required yes or no answers, for example: 
Teacher:   Do you understand guys? 
Learners:   Yes Ma’am 
The interactive dialogic pattern occurred again in Grade 11 A when the educator asked the 
learners to provide their understanding of “anaerobic and aerobic respiration”. Learners here 
began to give their understanding of the two scientific terms. The teacher asked the question in 
English and the one learner responded in English while the other learner responded through 
code-switching to his mother-tongue. Mrs Ngubo accepted the learners’ responses:  
Teacher:   Who can tell me what do you understand by anaerobic and aerobic respirations? 
Learner 1:   Aerobic respiration has to do with oxygen. 
Teacher: That’s good, but what does oxygen do, where does it fit in there in aerobic respiration? 
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Learner 2: Aerobic respiration ehloka oxygen and Anaerobic respiration ha ehloke oxygen 
(Aerobic respiration requires oxygen and anaerobic respiration does not require 
oxygen). 
Teacher:   Very good Thabo (not the learners’ real name). 
The passage communication above illustrates how in the first lesson the teacher actively 
engaged the learners and that resulted in dialogic discourse. The teacher conducted the lesson 
like a formal lecture with her speaking most of the time without allowing the learners to 
contribute meaningfully in what was being taught. Perhaps having a visitor (researcher) could 
have impacted on the outcome of the nature of classroom interaction patterns which occurred 
in Grade 11A. Mrs Ngubo told the learners to feel free and the visitor is just there to observe 
nothing more: 
Mrs Ngubo: I don’t if you guys are afraid of my visitor, but I can assure you guys that my visitor 
means no harm to you. He is just here to do his job.  
Mrs Ngubo was trying to encourage her learners to feel free and participate, however this did 
not assist because learners remained passive and participated less in the lesson. In one of the 
phases in Grade 11A lesson, the teacher asked the learners: 
Mrs Ngubo:  Where does aerobic respiration occur? 
 The learners remained quiet, the teacher then asked one of the boys to try and answer the 
question using the language he was comfortable in. The learner gave the following response 
whilst code-switching to his home language, Sesotho: 
Learner:   Eh Ma’am, nna ke nahana Aerobic respiration e etsahala ka hare ha  
Mitochondria Ma’am (Ma’am I think aerobic respiration happens inside the 
Mitochondria Ma’am). 
The teacher accepted the answer given by the learner through code-switching and continued to 
ask the following question: 
Mrs Ngubo: That is correct Modise. Aerobic respiration takes place inside the mitochondria. Now 
where does the other respiration take place, the anaerobic respiration? Who can answer 
that one? Yes, Mathibe do you want to try? 
The learner who raised her hand as an indication that she wanted to answer responded in 
Setswana, her home language: 
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Learner: Anaerobic respiration e dirakgala mokgare ga cytoplasm (Anaerobic respiration 
happens in the cytoplasm).  
Both responses given by the two learners in the excerpt above were given through code-
switching to learners’ home-languages. As shown from the evidence, learners provided 
meaningful answers with a bit of elaboration when they responded in their home languages. 
This is unlike the situation when they are forced to answer in English, where they decide to 
keep quiet or give one word answers such as yes or no. When the second learner who answered 
the second question realised that Mrs Ngubo accepted the answer given by the first learner, she 
also gave her answer in her home language in Setswana. During one of the phases in grade 
11A, Mrs Ngubo also code-switched while she was teaching, and perhaps this was her way of 
making learners feel comfortable. The following is what Mrs Ngubo said while she was code-
switching in Sesotho: 
Mrs Ngubo: Leya hopla hane re etsa practical investigation eneng e botsha hore oxygen e 
sebedisiwa jwang ke di living organisms during respiration aker? (Do you remember 
when we were doing practical investigation, demonstrating how oxygen is used by 
living organisms during respiration?) 
 In contrast, grade 11A of Mrs Ngubo’s class was less interactive as compared to grade 11B. 
The learners in grade 11B were able to answer questions which Mrs Ngubo directed to them, 
this time the questions were probing and required learners to critically demonstrate 
understanding, for example: 
Mrs Ngubo:  What is the significance of sterilising the seed? Yes, Thabiso? 
Mrs Ngubo used the question from the previous question papers learners wrote during mid-
year examinations. One learner was able to answer the question and he said: 
Learner:   To kill the cells in the seeds Ma’am. 
Mrs Ngubo accepted the answer given by the learner, but she expected more from the learner 
and asked him to elaborate when she said: 
Mrs Ngubo: Yes, to kill the seeds in the cells but that’s not all Thabiso, what else? Anyone? 
The learner did not further say anything, and no learner added to what was said, and the teacher 
ended up providing the expected answer. 
Mrs Ngubo: Hale battle ho bua bathong? (No one wants to talk people?). Well to add on what 
Thabiso said. The significance of sterilising the seeds is to kill cells and eliminate any 
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other unwanted micro-organisms and ensure that carbon dioxide present is only 
produced by the germinating seeds. 
Mrs Ngubo further asked the learners a question as a way of trying to engage learners in the 
teaching and learning process, and a number of learners raised their hands.  
Mrs Ngubo: Now guys retlo tseba jwang hore (How will you know that) the carbon dioxide that is 
released is from the germination seed?  
Learner:   There will be a green water released Ma’am. 
Mrs Ngubo:  Yes, there will be a clear lime water which will change colour to milky. 
What made Grade 11B lesson interactive as compared to grade 11A was that Mrs Ngubo was 
able to reflect on her first lesson in grade 11A, and so corrected what she had done wrong. For 
instance, during the second lesson (Grade 11B) the teacher tried to engage the learners in the 
lesson by not restricting her questions, explanations, and learners’ responses to English only. 
The use of home languages improved learner participation in the class, though more could have 
happened. However, the teacher continued to conduct the lesson like a formal lecture with her 
doing most of the talking. The second time, a dialogic interaction between the teacher and 
learners occurred in grade 11B when Mrs Ngubo asked the learners a question in English, and 
learners were able to respond to the question without experiencing any language difficulty, for 
example:  
Teacher:  Name the part where the digestion of proteins begins?” “Yes, at the back? 
Learner 1:   The digestion of proteins beings in the stomach. 
Teacher:   What is the difference between aerobic and anaerobic respiration? 
Learner 2:  Aerobic respiration requires oxygen and Anaerobic does not require Oxygen. 
Teacher:   That’s correct, then what gas is involved in anaerobic respiration? 
Learner 2:   Carbon dioxide is going to be involved Ma’am. 
Teacher:   Yes, it’s carbon dioxide. 
From the excerpt, it can be seen that learners were able to answer questions using the English 
language without any difficulty. In grade 11B, the English language did not impact the outcome 
of the classroom interaction patterns, and the teacher was able to receive the desired answers 
from the learners without any hesitation from them. Dialogic interaction occurred again in 
grade 11B when Mrs Ngubo asked a question from the previous question papers she was 
holding, for example: 
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Teacher:  Formulate a hypothesis for this investigation. Yes, Tladinyana (pseudonym) what can 
you say? 
Tladinyana (Learner): Carbon dioxide is released during anaerobic respiration. 
Teacher:  Yes, very good Tladinyana. Carbon dioxide will be released during anaerobic 
respiration.  
In the excerpt, the teacher asked the learners a question from one of the previous question 
papers, and the question was based on the topic that was being taught in the lesson. The 
majority of the learners raised their hands as an indication that they wanted to answer the 
question asked. The teacher invited the learners in the lesson and engaged them through 
questioning and the learners responded positively by raising their hands as an indication that 
they wanted to answer, which resulted in this episode of the lesson exhibiting a dialogic 
interaction pattern. Learners in Grade 11A struggled to converse in English, which is a second 
language. Hence participation in this class was limited. In one of the phases of the lesson in 
grade 11A, the teacher asked a question and when one learner responded, she code-switched, 
and when the teacher asked the learner to repeat what she had just said in English, the learner 
struggled, and opted to sit down without responding as follows:  
Mrs Ngubo: How will you know or be convinced that the results of your practical was a kind of a 
cellular respiration that is aerobic? How will you know? 
Learner:   Metsi akase change colour ya teng, metsi a lime atlo dula ale clear lime. 
Mrs Ngubo Yes that’s true Bonolo, but can you please repeat what you just said in English. 
Because the learner was not fluent in English, which was the medium of instruction in the 
classroom, Bonolo decided to respond to the question in the best way she knew. Hence, she 
code switched between English and her home language, Setswana. Mrs Ngubo ended up giving 
the learners the correct answer when she said: 
Mrs Ngubo: The clear lime water will not change to milky colour, but it will remain clear lime. 
Grade 11A of Mrs Ngubo was the first lesson observed in the morning, and this could have 
impacted their inability to engage in the lessons, as they had a visitor observing while video 
recording them. Mrs Ngubo has been teaching for 22 years, and her style of teaching impacted 
the outcome of the level of classroom interaction in two of her Grade 11 life sciences classes 
observed. The teacher was using the ‘chalk-and-talk’ method and never allowed learners to 
discuss on their own. When Mrs Ngubo was asked in the interview to describe the level of 
interaction in her classes on a normal day to day basis she responded: 
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My learners’ engagement and participation is less, you saw today how they were [pointing at the learners 
seats], I’m the one who is always talking. What you saw today is mostly what happens on an everyday 
basis. I mean I would try and engage them by asking them questions like I did today but only fewer 
learners respond and participate. The problem is that they cannot really express themselves in English 
and they are not confident of themselves. But during practical investigations they engage very confidently 
so amongst themselves but maybe it’s because they use their mother tongue. 
The teacher acknowledged that the level of classroom interaction patterns in her classes are 
less engaging and learner participation is minimal due to their lack of fluency in English. The 
teacher acknowledged that her learners are English-second-language speakers.  
Mrs Ngubo with her 22 years of teaching experience was unable to actively engage the learners 
in the lessons. Mrs Ngubo still believes that the teacher is the one who should dominate 
classroom talk and learners should only speak when they are asked questions. The way Mrs 
Ngubo structured her lesson did not allow learners to ask questions or engage in classroom 
discussions. The age gap between Mrs Ngubo and her learners is vast and learners did not feel 
free to engage in the lessons. Mrs Ngubo’s method of teaching was always aimed at arriving 
at the desired point and if learners did not give responses she expected, she would give the 
learners the answer and move on to the next question. Some learners even felt shy to give 
responses in English because other learners will laugh at them: 
Learner: Ma’am ke kopa ho ebua ka Sesotho (Ma’am can I please say it in Sesotho). 
Mrs Ngubo: Why would you want to answer in Sesotho Melesi? Is that what you be writing in your 
tests and classwork?’ 
Learner: No Ma’am, batlo ntsheha (No Ma’am, they are going to laugh at me). 
The following table shows the distribution of teacher and learner utterances in the two observed 
lessons. 
Table 4.3 Distribution of teacher and learner tallied utterances in School 1 
 Teacher tallied utterances Learner tallied utterances 
Grade 11A 545 8 
Grade 11B 452 71 
Average 499 40 
 
Table 4.3 indicates data analysed from the T-chart tool used to capture utterances made by both 
the teacher, Mrs Ngubo and her learners from Grade 11A and Grade 11B. From the figures in 
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the table, it shows that the two lessons observed were teacher-centred as the teacher was doing 
most of the talking during the lessons, while learners in most parts of the lessons were passive 
participants. As evidenced by the excerpts of the lessons, the teacher only engaged the learners 
when she asked them questions. The learners were not given an opportunity to ask questions 
when they did not understand, nor discuss answers to questions amongst themselves. The 
teacher barely made an effort to involve learners in activities which promoted learner-learner 
interactions.  
Compared to Grade 11A, Grade 11B had almost eight times more learner tallied utterances. 
The learners from Grade 11B were able to answer most of the questions asked by the teacher, 
indicating more interaction on the learners’ part though mostly teacher-learner interactions. 
Learners from Grade 11A had fewer tallied utterances, because most learners in that class 
struggled to give answers in English, hence they decided not to answer and remained silent. 
The teacher was not perturbed by the learners’ lack of response, instead she resorted to answer 
her own questions without finding ways of engaging learners. That is why the average of 
teachers’ tallied utterances is much higher than the average of learners’ tallied utterances (12 
times more). Additionally, learners have less tallied utterances because most of the time in both 
lessons, learners uttered words such as “yes ma’am” and “no ma’am”. 
The following is a presentation of findings from Mr Nthorela, one of the participants. 
4.2.2 Nature of classroom interaction patterns in Mr Nthorela’s classes.  
Mr Nthorela was observed teaching two Grade 11 life sciences classes whilst teaching the 
topic: Gaseous exchange. The four classroom interaction patterns which occurred in Mr 
Nthorela’s classes were captured and are presented in table 4.4. 
Table 4.4. Percentage of communicative patterns in Mr Nthorela’s classes 
 Communicative approaches (%) 
Time of 
lesson 
Interactive-
Authoritative 
Non-Interactive-
Authoritative 
Interactive 
Dialogic 
Non-Interactive-
Dialogic 
Grade 11E Morning 20 20 40 20 
Grade 11F Afternoon 30 20 30 20 
Average  25 20 35 20 
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Based on the information from table 4.4, the nature of classroom interaction from Mr 
Nthorela’s classes with English-second-language learners was interactive and learners actively 
participated during the lessons. However, during most phases of the lessons the teacher 
authoritatively led and conducted the lessons. Learner interaction improved in Grade 11F as 
compared to Grade 11E. The Grade 11F class was composed of learners from the science 
stream, hence their participation was a bit higher than that of the Grade 11E class which is 
mainly composed of learners from the humanities stream. Science stream learners have a richer 
science literacy than the humanities stream learners. Science stream learners’ questions and 
participation in class were derived from curiosity about everyday experiences.   Additionally, 
Mr Nthorela conducted his lessons like a formal lecture with him doing most of the talking, 
and learners only participated when asked questions. In Grade 11E language impacted the 
outcome of the interaction patterns which occurred in the lesson, as evidenced from the fact 
that learners’ responses to questions asked were in their home languages. These learners asked 
the teacher questions in their mother tongue, for example, a learner asked the following 
question in IsiZulu: 
Learner: Sir, kungani kwenzeka lapho bekushaya ngenqindi esifubeni bese uphelelwa wumoya? 
(Sir, why is it that when they beat you with a fist on the chest and you ran out of 
breath?) 
When the learner asked the question in the excerpt above, fortunately Mr Nthorela was able to 
understand what the learner was asking. Mr Nthorela also code-switched to his home-language 
(Sesotho) during the lesson, indicating that he was aware of the issue of language of instruction 
being a barrier to learning for his learners. Interestingly, the learners are able to understand 
Sesotho because they grew up in a township which is dominated by Sesotho- speaking- people 
and some of their friends are Sesotho and Tswana speaking. The following is an extract from 
one of the lessons when Mr Nthorela code-switched to his home-language when he was 
explaining gaseous exchange using a diagrammatic representation of human lungs:  
Mr Nthorela: I hope morao moo le kgona ho bona (I hope there at the back you can see), what is the 
function of the organ I’m pointing and what does it do in the process of gaseous 
exchange?  (Paused for a moment to wait for an answer from the learners) Ke eng 
mosebetsi wa ntho e mo process ya gaseous exchange? (What is the function of this in 
the process of gaseous exchange?) 
Mr Nthorela asked the learners a question to provide the function of the lungs (which he pointed 
at using his finger) and only few learners raised their hands. More learners began to raise their 
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hands when Mr Nthorela code-switched, indicating that they were motivated to answer the 
question also using their own home languages. One learner responded: 
Learner: AmaLungs anigeza the bloodstreams ngeOxygen (Lungs provide the bloodstreams 
with oxygen). 
The learners only understood what the teacher meant when he code switched, and not when he 
asked the question in English. The learner gave the answer through code-switching. The teacher 
further continued to code-switch from English to his home language when he was teaching in 
one of phases of the lessons: 
Mr Nthorela: Hobaneng air passage etshwanetse ho dula ele bo reledi kapa ena le metsi nyana? (Why 
must the air passage always be moist?) 
Learner: Ukuze kuthi lapho umuntu ephefumula uthuli kungangeni (So that dust does not enter.) 
During interviews, the teacher was asked what was the most common language spoken by his 
learners, and why he allowed the learners to code-switch. Mr Nthorela responded: 
 My learners mostly use their mother tongue to respond to questions, as I’ve mentioned before we 
encourage them to speak English. You do get few individuals who are smart like Mbali (pseudonym) 
who always answers in English and is confident answering, as for the rest it’s a big struggle. 
In response to the question regarding learners’ code-switching, the teacher gave the following 
response: 
Ehh [Looks up] yes I allow them to respond to questions in their mother-tongue and I accepted their 
responses but and that’s a big “BUT” [little laugh with a smile] I only allow them to use their mother-
tongue when I see that they are struggling to find right words and then allow them to use their mother-
tongue. Which of course will be followed by me saying it in a correct way to help the learner to remember. 
This is because these people [points at a group of learners passing outside the classroom] are not so good 
in English, you can even see it when they write that there’s a big problem. 
From the two responses given by Mr Nthorela, this clearly indicates that he is aware of the 
issue of language affecting the level of interaction in his classes. Mr Nthorela admitted to 
allowing his learners to code-switch to their home-languages, but only when they struggle to 
put the right words in English when providing answers to the questions asked. In addition, Mr 
Nthorela’s classroom interaction pattern could have been affected by the fact that there are 
many learners in the classrooms for both Grade 11E and Grade 11F. It becomes difficult for 
him to actively engage the learners because there is overcrowding in the classroom, and he 
needs to cover the curriculum at the same time. Mr Nthorela in both of his lessons observed 
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was teaching while he was standing at the front. It was difficult for Mr Nthorela to move around 
the class while he was teaching because it was overcrowded.   
During one of the phases in the lesson, Mr Nthorela made reference to what he taught his 
learners in the previous year (Grade 10) and asked the learners if they still remember the 
functions of cartilage. Again, the teacher used both English and his home language.  
Mr Nthorela:  I hope you still remember from last year ha rene re etsa di types of muscles, hona le 
mo re buileng kadi cartilages (When we were doing the muscles, there was a point 
where we spoke about cartilages). By the way what is the function of the cartilages? 
(Paused for a moment and waited for a response) ke eng mosebetsi wa tsona? 
When the teacher did not receive an answer for the question he asked, he then made a remark 
to show his displeasure at the unexpected behaviour by the learners.  
Mr Nthorela:  Hoile fela jwalo aker? Le lebetse? (It’s gone like that, you forgot). It’s gone with the 
wind.  
The excerpts highlight how Mr Nthorela used the method of asking questions in his lessons to 
increase interaction in his lessons. Additionally, Mr Nthorela asked the questions mostly in 
English, and only code-switched to his mother-tongue when he wanted to ensure learner 
understanding as he provided clarity to the questions he asked. During one of his two lessons 
observed Mr Nthorela asked the following question: 
Mr Nthorela   “How many ribs do human beings have? Di kae ka palo? (How many?) 
One learner demonstrated the number with his fingers indicting that the answer is eight ribs 
and the teacher asked the learner if he was sure about his answer: 
Mr Nthorela:   Eight! O sure ka karabo ya hao? (Eight! Are you sure about your answer). 
Learner:   Yes sir, ngicabanga kanjalo (but I’m not sure sir. I think) 
The teacher then corrected the learner and gave them the correct number of ribs.  
Mr Nthorela:  Very far from being right Njabulo (pseudonym). The human rib cage is made up of 12 
paired rib bones which makes it a total of 24 ribs. Ne le sa tsebe ne? (You didn’t know?) 
This shows that Mr Nthorela’s lessons were interactive and learners actively engaged in the 
lessons to a certain extent. However, from the lessons observed it can be argued that learners 
only engaged in the lesson because they were code-switching to their home-languages most of 
the time and the teacher allowed them to so. In fact, there was only one instance when the 
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teacher asked the learners a question in English and one of the learners responded accordingly. 
The following refers to the issue: 
Mr Nthorela:  Why must the inner lining of the gaseous exchange be moist?  
Learner: To prevent the drying out of the gaseous exchange system. 
Table 4.5 shows the distribution of utterances in Mr Nthorela’s classes to show the measure of 
    teacher and learner talk. 
Table 4.5 Distribution of teacher and learner tallied utterances in School 2 
 Teacher tallied utterances Learner tallied utterances 
Grade 11E 425 43 
Grade 11F 418 35 
Average 422 39 
 
Table 4.5 above indicates data analysed from the T-chart tool capturing utterances made both 
by Mr Nthorela and his learners in Grade 11E. All the tallies were captured, counted, and 
recorded in that order in table 4.5 above. The tallies recorded above in table 4.5 indicates that 
Mr Nthorela’s lessons were engaging and learners participated. However, Mr Nthorela, as the 
teacher had more tallies than those of his learners. The high average number of Mr Nthorela’s 
tallies indicate that he was speaking more than the learners during the lessons. Despite the 
efforts of allowing learners to code-switch to their home languages, learner utterances remain 
low as compared to that of the teacher’s. 
There is a vast difference between the average teacher tallied utterances and average learner 
tallied utterances. Mr Nthorela’s lessons were conducted like formal lectures, learners engaged 
in the lessons when they were answering questions asked by Mr Nthorela. When the teacher 
allowed learners to ask questions, only one learner asked a question (see excerpt above). Mr 
Nthorela was trying to engage learners in the lessons to avoid him speaking for most of the 
time during lessons. When Mr Nthorela never received answers to questions he asked during 
the lessons, he would continue to teach. Learners in two of Mr Nthorelas’s lessons observed, 
were eager to answer and participate, however, most learners looked shy and some lacked 
confidence in answering during lessons. When the learners got an opportunity to speak in class, 
they were either code-switching to their mother-tongues, or answering in their mother-tongue 
without code-switching to English.  
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4.2.3 Comparison of the nature of interaction patterns in the four lessons 
This section compares the interaction patterns in the two participant teachers’ classes. 
 
Figure 4.1 Classroom interaction patterns in Mrs Ngubo’ and Mr Nthorela’s Grade 11 
life sciences classes. 
Based on data obtained in the study, the nature of classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 
life sciences classrooms with English-second-language learners is teacher centred and 
authoritative dominated. In Figure 4.1, all the classroom interaction patterns recorded from the 
two schools are combined and grouped according to their categories (Interactive authoritative, 
Non-interactive authoritative, Interactive dialogic and Non-interactive dialogic). Learners were 
passive participants of the teaching and learning process in the lessons observed. Mr Nthorela’s 
lessons had more learner participation than Mrs Ngubo’s Lessons. In her lessons, Mrs Ngubo 
did not allow her learners to code-switch to their home languages or give answers in their 
mother-tongue, and that affected learner participation in two of her lessons. In contrast, Mr 
Nthorela allowed his learners to code-switch to their mother-tongues. Mr Nthorela felt 
sympathy for his learners and that helped because learner participation in Mr Nthorela’s lessons 
was high. 
Additionally, in his lessons, Mr Nthorela would make jokes, and learners would laugh and 
enjoy the way he presented the scientific concepts to them. Mrs Ngubo, on the other hand, did 
not make any jokes during her lessons, and some of the learners seemed not to fully understand 
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what Mrs Ngubo was presenting to them. Even though Mrs Ngubo has 22 years of teaching 
experience, she was unable to actively engage learners in two of her lessons observed. Mrs 
Ngubo has an advance certificate in education, which is her pre-service training, which she 
acquired pre 1994.  All the training she received in her pre-service training is outdated and does 
not relate to the learners. Mr Nthorela, on the other hand, has a recent qualification and the pre-
service teacher training he received equips him to be able to engage and relate to his learners. 
Mrs Ngubo, in two of her lessons, observed she was not as energetic as her counterpart Mr 
Nthorela. Mr Nthorela made use of a diagrammatic representation of a human respiratory 
system which caught the learners’ attention from the moment he walked inside the class. Mrs 
Ngubo only relied on the chalk and the board in her lessons and that made her lessons less 
engaging and less exciting. Mrs Ngubo is very old and is approaching retirement; she looked 
tired and uninterested in what she was doing, which is why there was less dialogic interaction 
patterns in her lessons.  
Mrs Ngubo conducted her lessons in a way as to direct learners to her desired goal through 
asking learners questions. When the learners did not arrive at where Mrs Ngubo wanted them 
to she would give learners answers and continued to teach. Mrs Ngubo in the interview 
mentioned that she prefers a more teacher-centred approach because it allows her to complete 
the curriculum on time and submit the school-based-assessments marks on time: 
Mrs Ngubo:  For me personally I prefer teacher-centred [smiles] well this is because at times these learners 
when you allow them to engage in discussions and so on they tend to play and make noise about 
irrelevant things and now it’s an opportunity for those lazy ones to play around and not do work. 
Yes, I sometimes allow them to centre the lessons but only when I’m not under pressure of 
covering up the curriculum on time. I mean you saw during the lessons while you [pointing at 
the researcher] were observing, I was doing most of the talking because I was trying to cover 
up quickly where we ended up last term because I arrived last term I was on sick leave so I was 
catching up so that I can officially start with term 3 work 
 Learners in Mrs Ngubo’s classes seemed scared of Mrs Ngubo because of her age, learners 
perceive Mrs Ngubo as adult like their parents and therefore there was a sense of respect for 
Mrs Ngubo. In contrast, Learners’ in Mr Nthorela’s classes felt free and could easily talk to Mr 
Nthorela and even ask him questions. Mr Nthorela’s relationship with his learners was on 
mutual, learners understand Mr Nthorela and Mr Nthorela understand his learners. 
Additionally, learners were able to speak freely in the class without being afraid of the teacher.  
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4.3 Teacher efforts in enhancing meaningful interaction in the life sciences classes 
This section presents the teachers’ efforts in enhancing meaningful interaction in the life 
sciences classes. This section aims at answering the second research question: how do teachers 
assist learners in enhancing meaningful interaction in these life sciences classrooms? The 
presentation is done according to themes that were drawn from the analysis of interview data 
to ‘unpack’ classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 life sciences English-second-language 
learners’ classes. It should however be noted that the researcher also included some information 
gleaned from the four lessons observed, which were then authenticated by findings from the 
interviews. 
Table 4.6 presents an example of how interview data was coded, and the themes which 
emerged.  
Table 4.6: An example of the coding and analysis of data from interviews 
 
The language of teaching and learning influenced the level of classroom interaction in all four 
lessons observed from the two schools. In seeking clarity from the observed discourses, and 
obtaining the teachers’ views on certain aspects of the language of teaching and learning in 
their classrooms, the two participating educators in this study were interviewed. The researcher 
Codes Category Emerging themes 
1. Give them concepts/topics and they must 
go and prepare and come back and 
debate about the given concepts 
2. Present to us on what they have 
discovered or learned. 
a. Code-switching 
b. Debates 
c. Classroom 
presentations 
 
Strategies teachers used in 
enhancing interaction in their 
classes 
1. Only attempt to answer in English 
whenever I tell them to translate 
2. Big struggle 
3. Few individuals who are smart 
participate. 
a. Minimum learner 
participation. 
b. Learners engage in 
discussion using their 
home languages. 
 
Learners’ participation in class 
when using English. 
1. Allow them to ask in their mother-
tongue and learner participation 
increases. 
2. Allow them to code-switch to their home 
languages  
a. Home-languages 
b. Code-switching when 
struggling with English. 
Learners preferred to use their 
home languages in classroom 
discussions.  
1. Accepted their responses 
2. Only allow to use their mother-tongue 
when I see that they are struggling 
 
 
a. Learners are allowed to 
code-switch to their 
mother-tongue 
b. Help the learner to 
remember. 
c. Increases classroom  
Participation on a day-
to-day basis. 
Learners allowed to code-switch 
to their mother tongue. 
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wanted to assess how the two teachers assist learners in enhancing meaningful interaction in 
Grade 11 life sciences classrooms with English-second-language learners. The set of questions 
which the researcher asked the teachers were centred on the language of teaching and learning, 
and how it influences the level of classroom interactions within their classes. 
4.3.1 Enhancement of interaction in Mrs Ngubo’s classes 
During two of her observed lessons, Mrs Ngubo used questions to engage the learners. Mrs 
Ngubo’s questions required learners to provide profound responses in order to indicate 
understanding of the science concept that was being addressed in the lesson. This was seen 
during classroom observation. However, learners code-switched to their mother-tongue when 
they gave answers to questions asked by Mrs Ngubo during classroom observations.   
Because Mrs Ngubo was aware of her learners being second or third English-language-
speakers she accepted responses from her learners which were given through code-switching 
but she insisted that the learners answer in English. In addition, Mrs Ngubo, during the 
interview, strongly emphasised that she encourages her learners to attempt answering in 
English first before code-switching to their mother-tongues. This was a way that Mrs Ngubo 
tries to enhance interaction in her classes. Mrs Ngubo stated that on a normal day to day basis 
she sometimes gave learners a topic that they needed to be prepared for, before engaging 
learners in classroom debates and discussions on a certain scientific concept. Mrs Ngubo 
emphasised during the interview, that such a teaching strategy helps learners to build their 
confidence and boost their self-esteem, because most of her learners know answers to questions 
she asks them, but the problem is saying the answers in English. Mrs Ngubo’s classroom 
interaction is affected by English, which is the official language of instruction in South African 
schools. However, during the classroom observation there was no evidence of any debate or 
classroom discussions in Mrs Ngubo’s lessons and this contradicts what she mentioned during 
the interview. Learners in Mrs Ngubo’s classes struggled to use English to respond to questions 
asked by Mrs Ngubo. She claimed in the interview, that a few learners who were able to attempt 
answering in English were the smart learners who do exceptionally well in their school work, 
and not just in life sciences. As such, less learner participation during Mrs Ngubo’s class 
negatively affected the level of interaction in her classes.  
During the interview, Mrs Ngubo acknowledged code-switching during her lessons and she 
strongly emphasised that she code-switched only to enable her learners to grasp the scientific 
concepts being taught. The excerpt that follows testifies how the teacher tried to help her 
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learners understand how they should answer questions in order to obtain maximum marks 
during one of the lesson observations: 
Ha potso ere Explain, ebatla ohlalose and obontshe understanding eseng ofane ka one-word 
answer or karabo ya single sentence, otherwise letlo loser di marks. (When the question says 
explain it wants you to give critical long response to show understanding not just a one word 
answer or one sentence answer, otherwise you will lose marks). 
Mrs Ngubo in the interview when she was asked if it was up to her, what other South African 
language would she prefer to use in teaching life sciences. She gave the following response: 
Mrs Ngubo:  I would prefer to continue using English because if I change to Xhosa or Zulu, or Sotho yes 
they will understand but it will be hindering them in terms of answering assessment question 
like your tests and examinations which will be written in English. Only the clever ones will be 
able to translate their understanding from their mother tongue (Sotho) to English but the others 
will not be able to do the same and it will be a problem. Also if I teach them in their mother 
tongue I fear that they will try an attempt to answer questions in their mother tongue on the 
question papers which will be written in English that will shock the district office. 
Mrs Ngubo fears that by allowing her learners to participate in their mother-tongue or code-
switch to their mother-tongue will make them answer their assessments in their home-
languages. Mrs Ngubo prefers the use of English over the learners’ home languages, this could 
because Mrs Ngubo does not understand the benefits of allowing learners to code switch their 
home-languages. Code-switching should be views at fostering understanding. 
Mrs Ngubo in the interview was asked what strategies she applies in order to enhance 
classroom interaction in her lessons, she said:  
Mrs Ngubo:  No, they hardly speak English amongst themselves, they often speak using their mother-tongue 
most of the time and this is because of their background. In terms of methods that I use in 
enhancing meaningful interactions and engagement in my classes I sometimes use drawings and 
charts and place them of the board and ask them to identify whatever concept we will be treating 
and that time. This helps because not they will be standing up and going to the front and point 
those structures and parts and they will be saying something about them, their functions and so 
on.  Also I sometimes give them concepts/topics and they must go and prepare and come back 
and debate about the given concepts. And for personally I enjoy watching them debate on 
concepts because they get to express their views and shows how much do they know about that 
concept/topic. 
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The strategies Mrs Ngubo mentioned were not evident in the two lessons observed, what was 
seen in the lessons was Mrs Ngubo dominating classroom talk. When Mrs Ngubo was asked 
to provide benefits of using such strategies, she said: 
Mrs Ngubo:  Well the benefit of such strategy is that it motivates the learners you know, to work hard and t 
also helps to boost their confidence. The more they present it’s the more they learn and the more 
they will enjoy and pass tests and examinations because they are used to studying and gathering 
information based on a particular science concept. Also the best group always gets star stickers 
or smaller ‘nyana’ prize just to uplift their mood and motivate them. This also helps because 
other learners will envy them and will make it a point that they work hard for the next group 
presentations.  
From the two lessons observed it was difficult to believe that Mrs Ngubo do apply the strategies 
she mentioned to actively engage the learners in lessons. Mrs admitted to allowing her learners 
to code-switch whenever they do not understand but in grade 11A Mrs Ngubo requested one 
of the learners to give an answer to the question she asked in English and the learner opted to 
sit down.  
4.3.2 Enhancement of interaction in Mr Nthorela’s classes 
During two of his observed lessons, Mr Nthorela used the question and answer method to 
enhance interaction. Like Mrs Ngubo, Mr Nthorela engaged the learners by asking them 
probing questions so that the learners could actively engage in the teaching and learning 
process.  Learners responded using their home language and Mr Nthorela accepted their 
responses. Language affected the interaction patterns in Mr Nthorela’s classes, and as a result 
he allowed his learners to code-switch when he realised they were struggling to answer in 
English. Mr Nthorela also admitted to code-switching but emphasised that it was only meant 
to foster learner understanding of the scientific concepts discussed.  
Mr Nthorela:  Yes I do code-switch but only when I see that they did not understand what I said in English, 
their facial expressions said a lot, if I can see that they did not understand me I then code-switch 
and use therefore mother tongue just to ensure that they do understand what I’m saying, 
especially when I give examples of whatever concept I will be treating at that time.  I also allow 
them to code-switch but I always emphasise that they first try an answer in English and only 
when they face difficulties that’s when they can code-switch. So the main aim of code-switching 
for me and my learners is just for meaning making and understanding. 
The following is an excerpt where Mr Nthorela code-switched in one of his lessons in trying 
to ensure that his learners understood the scientific concepts: 
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Mr Nthorela: When we talk of the trachea re bua ka ntho etjena (we speak of something this) that is 
formed by C-shaped cartilaginous rings re autlwana? (Do you understand?) 
The sole reason for Mr Nthorela to code-switch to his mother-tongue is only to foster 
understanding and ensure that learners are able to easily grasp knowledge. Mr Nthorela 
acknowledges that his learners are second speakers of English language and he also allows 
them to code-switch to their home-language: 
Mr Nthorela:  Ehh [Looks up] yes I allow them to respond to questions in their mother-tongue and I accepted 
their responses but and that’s a big “BUT” [little laugh with a smile] I only allow them to use 
their mother-tongue when I see that they are struggling to find right words and then allow them 
to use their mother-tongue. Which of course will be followed by me saying it in a correct way 
to help the learner to remember. This is because these people [points at a group of learners 
passing outside the classroom] are so good in English, you can even see it when they write that 
there’s a big problem. 
During the interview, Mr Nthorela emphasised that he understands his learners’ background 
and he knows what to do, and when to do it, in order to engage his learners during the lesson. 
Mr Nthorela stated that he often encourages his learners to read more informative newspapers 
and magazines in order for the learners to familiarise themselves with the English language. 
Mr Nthorela’s method of encouraging learners to read and familiarise themselves with English 
supports Richard’s (2006) assertion that learners should be encouraged to take the initiative to 
participate and dare to express their ideas, it does not matter whether they use the language 
properly, but at least, they need to try and improve it through constant repetition. When asked 
in the interview what type of teaching strategies does he apply in order to enhance classroom 
interaction patterns, Mr Nthorela said: 
Mr Nthorela:  At times after I have taught a particular topic, I often divide my learners in smaller nyana (little) 
groups of fours or fives and I tell them to go and prepare the topic that I have introduced to them 
and comes they must come back and present to us on what they have discovered or learned 
while they were studying the topic which I have prepared already. During those presentations I 
will always be in class to facilitate these whole presentations and ensuring that everything is 
under control. This obviously this depend on the amount of time we will be having to conduct 
the presentations; I always choose a day were we have double periods because it will allow for 
everyone to conduct their presentations.  
 
Mr Nthorela believes that such a strategy is the best possible way to help the learners to be free 
to clarify complex life sciences concepts with one another and to best understand them. In 
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addition, Mr Nthorela emphasised that this teaching strategy allows the learners to express 
themselves in the way in which they understand a particular given topic and also helps with 
motivation and boosts the learners’ confidence: 
Mr Nthorela:  The benefit of that method is that at times me and my other colleagues who teach life sciences 
Grade 11 is that we realised learners will understand the teacher but because on a daily basis 
they engage with one another and they understand each other better than they understand us 
teachers. Therefore, it helps them to be free and unfold complex life sciences concepts with one 
another and best understand it the best way they know how from themselves. Also it allows 
them to express themselves the way in which they understand a particular given topic at that 
time and also it helps with motivations and boost their confidence. 
 However, during the two lessons observed, Mr Nthorela did not use any of the two strategies 
he mentioned during the interview. The only two methods which were evident in the two 
lessons observed were code switching and the question and answer method. 
Unlike Mrs Ngubo, Mr Nthorela prefers both teacher-centred and learner-centred lessons, when 
he was asked in the interview he gave the following response: 
Mr Nthorela:  I prefer both, when I’m under pressure of covering up the curriculum and want to stress on 
important concepts which appear on tests and examinations opt for teacher centred because it 
will allow me to say and cover up what needs to be done on time. When there is no pressure to 
cover up curriculum and there’s time I just centre my lessons around the learners and they get 
to learn amongst themselves and there’s enough time to for them to engage in those smaller 
‘nyana’ (little) discussions even though they make too much noise and some do not do what 
they are supposed to do. 
The way learners engaged in Mr Nthorela’s lessons it can be true that learners do engage and 
participate in Mr Nthorela’s lessons on a day-to-day basis. Learners in Mr Nthorela’s classes 
are second speakers of English language, they do not have a rich vocabulary of English. Mr 
Nthorela stated that he would prefer to teach life sciences in Setswana. He gave the following 
reasons for his choice of language in teaching life sciences: 
Mr Nthorela:  Well basically I just think all the other South African official language should be allowed to be 
used as official languages of teaching and learning. I mean in a way every community will be 
catered and all learners will be given an equal advantage in the teaching and learning. For me I 
would prefer to use Setswana because it will help me to provide my learners with the 
understanding they need when learning Life Sciences. Also available textbooks that are written 
in English should be translated to other languages, languages which learners will understand 
more, I mean Setswana is related to Sesotho therefore learners from Tswana and Sotho cultural 
background will use those textbooks. Zulu is related Xhosa and isiNdebele, learners from those 
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cultural background will use one textbook. In that way we will be advantaging our learners you 
see [smiles with a little laugh]. 
Mr Nthorela acknowledges that his learners struggle to express themselves in English during 
teaching and learning, having to teach life sciences in a language learners will understand it 
will help to improve classroom interaction. 
4.4 Summary of findings 
The research findings obtained from the classroom observations in both schools suggest that 
the nature of classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 life sciences English-second-language 
learners’ classes is authoritatively led and teacher-centred. The findings from the classroom 
observations reveal that life sciences Grade 11 English-second-language learners’ classes are 
conducted like formal lectures and learners struggle to use English to engage in classroom 
discussions. Additionally, the findings from the lesson observations reveal that Grade 11 life 
sciences English-second-language learners engage in classroom discussions through using 
their home-language and they feel more comfortable and confident speaking in their home-
languages. Findings from the interviews with the teachers reveal that teachers are aware of the 
fact that their learners struggle to use English to engage during the lessons and as a result 
learners’ code-switch to their home-languages when asking and answering questions during 
lessons. The findings from the interviews with the two educators reveal that Grade 11 life 
sciences’ teachers with English-second-language learners allow their learners to code-switch 
whenever they struggle to demonstrate understanding during lessons. In addition, the findings 
from the interviews reveal that teachers use various methods, such as asking learners questions 
during the lessons, classroom debates, classroom discussions, and presentations, and code 
switching, as ways of assisting learners in enhancing meaningful interaction in these English-
second-language Grade 11 life sciences learners’ classrooms.  
Chapter 5 that follows is a presentation of the discussion of findings, recommendations and the 
conclusion.   
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CHAPTER FIVE: DSCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS, 
CONCLUSION AND REFLECTION 
5.1 Introduction  
In this study, the researcher investigated the nature of classroom interaction patterns in Grade 
11 life sciences classrooms with English-second-language learners. The study was guided by 
two research questions: 1. what is the nature of classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 life 
sciences classrooms with English-second-language learners; and 2. how do teachers assist 
learners in enhancing meaningful interaction in these life sciences classrooms? In answering 
the first research question, the researcher observed four Grade 11 life sciences lessons from 
two different schools. The findings from the classroom observations indicated that the Grade 
11 life sciences classrooms with English-second-language learners are authoritatively led, and 
learners interact less when they have to communicate in English during lessons. In answering 
the second research question of the study, the researcher interviewed two participating teachers 
from the two schools to assess how teachers assist learners in enhancing meaningful interaction 
in Grade 11 life sciences classrooms with English-second-language learners. Findings from the 
interviews revealed that teachers use various teaching methods to assist learners in enhancing 
meaningful interaction in these life sciences classrooms.  
This chapter is divided into two sections. The first section discusses the research findings 
presented in Chapter 4. The findings were obtained from classroom observations and 
interviews with the two teachers who participated in the study. The second section of this 
chapter focuses on the recommendations suggested, based on the findings obtained in the study. 
Lastly, the conclusions of the study are drawn. 
5.2 Discussion of the findings 
The findings being presented below are the findings obtained from the two major sources of 
data collection which guided the study. The first part of this section discusses the findings 
obtained during classroom observations. Additionally, these findings were aimed at answering 
the first question of this research study. The second part of this section discusses the findings 
obtained during the interview sessions with both teachers who participated in the study. The 
findings from the interviews were aimed at answering the second question of the study. 
5.2.1 Findings from the classroom observations 
The findings showed that the nature of classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 life sciences 
classrooms with English-second-language learners is teacher-centred and conducted 
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authoritatively. The findings from the four lessons observed showed that teachers dominated 
the lessons and did most of the talking while learners passively participated for most part of 
the lessons and this confirmed Oyoo’s (2011) claim that teachers hold a greater percentage of 
classroom talk. Additionally, this corroborated Taylor et al. (2003); Verspoor’s (2006) and 
Msimanga and Lelliott (2012) reports on classroom science talk in the South African context 
point to a largely monologic discourse or a discourse dominated by teacher talk, recitation, 
choral responses, and low levels of participation and engagement. The minimum learner 
participation showed that the language of teaching and learning influenced the outcome of the 
interaction patterns which occurred in the four lessons observed, which validates Taylor and 
Prinsloo’s (2005) claim that language, and in particular proficiency in the medium of 
instruction, is the largest single factor that affects learner performance at school. Additionally, 
the minimum learner participation due to the use of English in teaching and learning confirms 
Lee’s (2000) assertion that the method of teaching and learning can affect classroom interaction 
if learners are second speakers of the language of instruction. In this study, learners struggled 
to express themselves in English when being asked questions by the teachers during lessons. 
As such, learners ended up code-switching to their mother-tongues most of the time and others 
chose not to say anything and remained silent.  Few learners were able to respond to questions 
in English. As a result, teachers also code-switched when trying to ensure learner understanding 
as a way of enhancing interaction within the classrooms. This was achieved by the teachers 
using the method of asking questions to engage the learners in the lessons. Learners struggled 
to effectively express themselves during lessons and teachers accepted the learners’ answers 
given in the learners’ home-languages. Teachers accepting learners’ responses given through 
code-switching, confirmed Mavuru and Ramnarain’s (2019) findings that through code-
switching, learners acquired the confidence to critically express their views on science issues. 
Learners gained confidence and were able to answer questions asked by their teachers. 
Nevertheless, despite efforts taken by the teachers to make learners feel comfortable in 
answering and asking questions in their home languages, learner participation still remained 
low, and only those few individuals considered to be ‘smart learners’ participated. This is in 
agreement with Wedin’s (2010) assertion that a teacher’s method of teaching in a language 
which learners understand does not guarantee maximum classroom participation. 
Both teachers conducted their lessons like formal lectures with them talking more than the 
learners, and only allowing learners to talk when they responded to questions. The teachers did 
not conduct the lessons in ways which stimulated learners to engage in discussions amongst 
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themselves and interact with one another. Vygotsky (1978) claimed that the importance of 
social interactions is that when learners are involved in joint activities, they gain new 
understandings and ways of thinking not only for themselves but also for those they interact 
with.  Instead, the teachers did all the talking while learners passively watched and listened to 
the teacher taking, which denied the learners the opportunity to socially interact with and learn 
from one another. The teachers were teaching using English and only code-switched to 
facilitate understanding of the questions asked.  
The teachers did not create a learning environment which encouraged learners to actively 
participate in the teaching and learning. Mrs Ngubo for example, who has been teaching for 
over 22 years, still uses an outdated way of teaching, that is, the “chalk and talk” method of 
teaching. On the other hand, during interviews, whilst Mrs Ngubo pointed out that on a day-
to-day basis her learners engage well in the teaching and learning process, however, classroom 
observations contradicted her statements. As such, Mhlauli and Muchado (2013) state that 
teachers believe in child-centered pedagogies, but practice teacher-centered pedagogies. As 
mentioned above, both teachers and learners must be jointly engaged in in common talk in 
order for the lesson to be interactive (Scott and Mortimer, 2005). Mrs Ngubo, in both of her 
lessons, did not jointly engage in common talk with her learners except when she asked them 
questions, and when she did not receive answers, she continued to teach, and that affected the 
outcome of her classroom interaction. Furthermore, in both of her lessons, the teacher did not 
give learners opportunities to ask questions. The way her lessons were designed did not include 
time for learners to ask questions regarding what they did not understand or what they wished 
to know. In contrast, Mr Nthorela, in his second lesson with Grade 11F, allowed learners to ask 
questions, and that slightly increased classroom talk and interactions in the lesson. Mr Nthorela 
was more forthcoming in creating a conducive classroom environment for learners to 
communicate and freely express their thought processes in their home languages. Mr 
Nthorela’s allowing learners to ask questions at the end of the lesson confirmed Aguiar et al.’s 
(2010) assertion that questions made by learners are important in providing feedback from the 
learners to the teacher, and thus increases the classroom talk. It also authenticated Alexandre’s 
(2004) claim that understanding is a dialogic process crafted through teacher-learner interaction 
in which the teacher values the learner’s voice and promotes reflective learning. The teacher 
valued learners’ voices by allowing them to ask questions at the end of his lesson presentation 
in Grade 11F. Mr Nthorela’s classes had more learner talk than Mrs Ngubo’s classes, which is 
why there is a small amount of dialogic interaction in Mr Nthorela’s classes, and nothing in 
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Mrs Ngubo’s classes from the data shown in Figure 4.1 above. However, classroom talk in all 
four lessons observed was largely dominated by the teachers. This validated claims by Taylor, 
Muller and Vinjevold (2003), Verspoor (2006), Oyoo (2011) and Msimanga and Lelliott (2012) 
that classroom science talks in the South African context points to a largely monologic 
discourse or a discourse dominated by teacher talk, recitation, choral responses and low levels 
of participation and engagement. Authoritative communicative patterns appeared more in Mrs 
Ngubo’s classes, despite her efforts to engage learners through questioning. This avowed 
Wegerif’s (2007) assertion that question based lessons can also yield authoritative interaction 
lessons. Wegerif (2007) asserts that when the teacher is the one asking questions, and responses 
given by the learners are not what the teacher desires, such lessons become authoritative 
because learners are not arriving at the teacher’s desired point. The following sections will 
discuss the findings obtained from the interviews.  
5.2.2 Findings from the interviews 
Findings from the interview analysis showed that both teachers admitted to allowing their 
learners to code-switch, even though as teachers they emphasise learners must familiarise 
themselves with English through various ways. Mr Nthorela pointed out that the reason he 
allows his learners to code-switch to their mother-tongue is because he understands his learners 
and their struggles with English. The response by Mr Nthorela validates Calabrese-Barton et 
al. (2014) argument that teachers should recognise the socio-cultural background of learners in 
order to ensure meaningful learning. During his lessons, Mr Nthorela was teaching using a 
diagrammatic representation of a respiratory system while talking, and did not just rely on the 
chalk and the board like his counterpart, Mrs Ngubo. From the way in which Mr Nthorela 
conducted his lessons, it may be true that his learners do engage on a day to day basis. Both 
teachers indicated that their learners never engage in classroom discussions in English, but that 
they always speak their home-languages. 
During one of the lessons in Grade 11E, Mr Nthorelas asked the learners a question in English, 
while holding the diagrammatic representation of a respiratory system, and only few learners 
raised their hands. When Mr Nthorela asked the question again through code-switching, more 
learners began to raise their hands, as a sign that they understood what was being uttered by 
Mr Nthorela. That confirmed Yore and Treagust’s (2006) contention that the utterances of both 
teachers and learners within a classroom are important in ensuring effective teaching and 
learning; furthermore, the utterances need to be on a common ground and uttered in a common 
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language to ensure understanding. It can therefore be argued that not only does the language 
of teaching and learning affect the outcomes of classroom interaction patterns, but also the 
teacher’s way of teaching affects the interaction patterns that occur in the science classrooms. 
Even though there was minimum interaction in Mr Nthorela’s classes, he was able to use 
various strategies to enhance learner participation. This included strategies such as asking 
learners questions, code-switching to a language that the learners understood and allowing 
learners to ask questions. In contrast, Mrs Ngubo, with her old method of teaching, denied the 
learners an opportunity to ask questions, and only code-switched to her mother-tongue when 
she was asking questions, and not while she was addressing content.  
When asked during the interviews what strategies they use as teachers to enhance classroom 
interactions in their respective classes on a day-to-day basis, both teachers mentioned 
classroom presentations and debates of certain scientific concepts as a common strategy they 
employ in their classes. This is in agreement with Aguiar et al.’s (2010) assertion that learning 
through group work provides a space where individual rhythms of learning can be taken into 
account. Group works also provides opportunities to reinforce the understanding of those 
learners who have already come to understand the scientific view from whole class debate, as 
these students now try to talk through classmates’ questions and objections, which may result 
in a dialogic interaction pattern. Both teachers emphasised that their choices of strategies were 
aimed at enhancing classroom interaction, and aimed to help learners build their confidence 
and boost their self-esteem. 
Both teachers recognised the value of using the learners’ home languages in their teaching, in 
order to ensure understanding and engage their learners. This finding confirmed Probyn’s 
(2009) argument that teachers have an obligation to use learners’ home languages to explain 
scientific concepts for meaningful learner understanding. Additionally, during interviews both 
teachers admitted that their learners never engage in classroom discussions using English, but 
that they always use their home languages when engaged in discussions. The statement given 
by both teachers during the interviews confirmed Rollnick’s (2000) claim that township school 
learners still struggle when having to demonstrate understanding of certain biology concepts 
when using the English language, despite the rich knowledge and understanding of life 
sciences, in a township school.  
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5.3 Recommendations 
This study was conducted on a small scale with two high schools from a township in which 
there are six high schools.  Therefore, for future studies it is recommended that the study should 
be conducted on a larger scale with more high schools involved from other townships. 
Language issues in the teaching and learning of life sciences are a major concern. The findings 
from this study should serve as a starting point in addressing the language issues involved in 
the teaching and learning of life sciences in English-second-language learners’ classes. Future 
studies may look into details of what kind of issues regarding language affect the English-
second-language learners’ participation during teaching and learning of life sciences and 
provide alternative methods which can be used in dealing with the identified language issues. 
It is evident from this study that English-second language life sciences learners, specifically 
township school learners, do engage in science talk using their home languages. Therefore, the 
Department of Basic Education should include other South African languages as official 
languages of teaching and learning life sciences. The study recommends that the language of 
teaching and learning policy needs to be revised, so that it can accommodate all learners of 
different cultural backgrounds. Language of teaching and learning should not accommodate 
one culture while disadvantaging other cultures. Life sciences English-second-language 
learners, specifically township learners, struggle to understand when learning life sciences, and 
their participation during lessons is through code-switching to their home languages. The South 
African School Language Policy needs to be revised to cater for all learners with diverse 
cultural backgrounds. It was evident in the study that learners prefer to use their home language 
in order to be able to participate during the teaching and learning process. 
 
5.4 Conclusion 
In conclusion, this study investigated the nature of classroom interaction patterns in Grade 11 
life sciences classrooms with English-second-language learners. The study was guided by two 
research questions which aimed at determining the nature of classroom interaction patterns in 
Grade 11 life sciences classrooms with English-second-language learners. The data was 
obtained through two modes, classroom observations and interviews. The findings from the 
classroom observations were aimed at addressing the nature of classroom interaction patterns 
in Grade 11 life sciences classrooms with English-second-language learners. The findings from 
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the interviews were aimed at assessing how teachers assist learners in enhancing meaningful 
interaction in Grade 11 life sciences classrooms with English-second-language learners.  
The findings from the classroom lesson observations revealed the nature of classroom 
interaction patterns in Grade 11 life sciences classrooms with English-second-language 
learners to be authoritative because both teachers from School 1 and 2 dominated classroom 
talk. The findings also revealed that the four lessons observed were teacher-centred.  Learner 
participation was limited, and the teachers engaged the learners by mostly asking the learners 
questions and code switching between English and the learners’ home languages. The language 
of instruction is a powerful tool of transmitting knowledge and communicating within a 
classroom (Resane, 2016). The findings obtained from the classroom observations have 
indicated that English-second-language learners found it difficult to participate when 
communicating in English. Very often, learners participated in class through code-switching to 
their home-languages. The findings from the interviews revealed that the teachers’ choice of 
teaching strategies during lessons enhanced classroom interaction mostly between teachers and 
learners. No meaningful learner-learner interactions were observed in the four Grade 11 life 
sciences classes. During the interviews, the teachers highlighted that their learners hardly 
participate in class using English. Findings from the interviews revealed that both teachers 
emphasised the use of various methods such classroom debates, presentations, and discussions 
to enhance interactions in their classrooms. However, the findings from the classroom 
observations indicated that neither of the teachers used these strategies except for question and 
answer and code switching strategies. Additionally, findings revealed that teaching and 
learning of life sciences is still largely teacher-centred, characterised by learner passivity and 
rote learning, teachers’ questioning aims at knowledge recall. The methods teachers mentioned 
in the interviews were not evident in all four observed lessons. 
5.5 Reflection 
What I would do differently if I were to do this study again is that I would include 3 more high 
schools with more grade 11 Life Sciences per school. The conclusion would determine the 
classroom interaction patterns which occur in the English-second language learners in Kanana 
Township. Kanana Township has only 5 high schools and it is a very small township. In 
addition, during data analysis I would view the videos with the participating teachers so that I 
could hear their reflection while they are viewing the videos and again allow them to justify 
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their practices. In addition, I would kindly request the teachers to conduct their lessons in 
learners’ home language to see if the majority of learners would participate or not.  
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Appendix 3: Interview schedule 
Interview Schedule 
Name of the School: .......................................................................................... 
Teacher: ...................................... Age.......................................................... 
Gender: ................................... Grade taught……………… 
Qualifications: ..................................................................................... 
Teaching experience………………………………………. 
Interviewer: ..................................................................................... 
Date: ..................................................................................... 
1. According to the Curriculum Assessment Policy Statement (CAPS) document and 
Schools Language policy, learners are supposed to be taught life sciences in English, 
which is the official Language of Instruction. How do you feel about this and how does 
this affect or influence interactions in your classroom? 
2. If it was up to you, which other South African language would you prefer to use to 
teach your learners Life Sciences? Give reasons.  
3. Describe the levels of your classroom interactions (teacher-learner; learner-learner) 
when you teach using English Language, which is the official language of instruction 
() Do your learners engage in classroom discussion more or less? Explain. 
4. What language do your learners mostly use when participating in classroom discussions 
and answering questions? 
5. Do you allow your learners to respond to your questions in their mother language? Give 
reasons. 
6. What language (home language or English) do leaners mostly use when participating 
or asking questions? Is it beneficial to learners? If so in what way? 
7. Your learners are second and third speakers of English language, they do not speak the 
English at home and even when they engage in talks amongst themselves as learners. 
Which methods or teaching strategies do you use to assist learners in enhancing 
meaningful interaction, and engagement with science concepts in the life sciences 
classroom? 
8. What are the benefits of such strategies? 
9. As mentioned in the previous question your learners are second and third speakers of 
English language, English language is foreign to them, they do not have a strong and 
rich vocabulary of the language (English). Having to explain certain scientific concepts 
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maybe problematic, do you code switch and allow learners to code-switch as well since 
they lack vocabulary in the LOLT in order to increase their interaction?  Give reasons. 
10. Which one do you prefer between teacher-centred or learner-centred classroom 
interactions? Explain your choice. 
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Appendix 4: Interview transcripts for Mrs Ngubo 
Research Data Transcription Masters Programme 2019 
Subject: Research Interview 
Interviewee: Mrs Ngubo 
School: Tshebedisano Secondary School 
Venue for interview: Mrs Ngubo’s classroom 
Age:  50 
Gender: Female 
Qualification: Advance Certificate in Education (ACE) 
Subject Taught: Natural Sciences and Life Sciences 
Class: Grade 9 and 11 
Date: 24 July 2019 
Interviewer: Vuyo 
Researcher:  : Ma’am, thank you for allowing me to interview you 
Ngubo   : You welcome. 
Researcher      :          According to the Curriculum Assessment Policy Statement (CAPS) document 
and Schools Language policy, learners are supposed to be taught Life Sciences in English, which is the 
official language of instruction. How do you feel about this? And how does this affect or influence 
interactions in your classroom? 
Ngubo               : Well [She takes a deep sigh] for me personally is not that much of a problem, 
in fact it makes life easy because the resources we use [pointing at the textbooks] to teach these learners 
life sciences are written in English. Also the Exam question papers are also written in English and 
learners do have a basic understanding of English from English as a separate learning area. Yes it’s in 
most cases learners tend to be shy to participate in class because they do not know who to say their 
answers and they then become shy and participate less during lessons.  
Researcher       : If it was up to you, which other South African language would you prefer to use to 
teach your learners? Give reasons. 
Ngubo                : I would prefer to continue using English because if I change to Xhosa or Zulu, or 
Sotho yes they will understand but it will be hindering them in terms of answering assessment question 
like your tests and examinations which will be written in English. Only the clever ones will be able to 
translate their understanding from their mother tongue (Sotho) to English but the others will not be able 
to do the same and it will be a problem. Also if I teach them in their mother tongue I fear that they will 
try an attempt to answer questions in their mother tongue on the question papers which will be written 
in English that will shock the district office. 
Researcher        : Describe the levels of your classroom interactions (teacher-learner, learner-learner) 
when you teach using English language. Do your learners engage in classroom discussions more or 
less? Explain. 
Ngubo                 : My learners’ engagement and participation is less, you saw today how they 
were [pointing at the learners seats], I’m the one who is always talking. What you saw today is mostly 
what happens on an everyday basis. I mean I would try and engage them by asking them questions like 
I did today but only fewer learners respond and participate. The problem is that they cannot really 
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express themselves in English and they not confident of themselves. But during practical investigations 
they engage very confidently so amongst themselves but maybe it’s because they use their mother 
tongue. 
Researcher            :  What language do your learners mostly use when participating in classroom 
discussions and answering questions? 
Ngubo                  :  They use their home language Sesotho, always. They only attempt to answer 
in English whenever I tell them to translate whatever they said in Sotho to English and my goodness 
it’s a big struggle [put both her hands on her head while shaking her head sideways].  
Researcher       : Do you allow your learners to respond to your questions in their mother tongue? Give 
reasons. 
Ngubo                  : Yes well in a case where they do not understand and now I allow them to 
respond during lessons to respond in their mother tongue but I tell them that during exams and SBAs 
(School Based Assessments) they are not going to be allowed to answer in Xhosa because such answers 
will not be accepted and it will make them not to pass the subject.   
Researcher             : What language (Home language or English) do your learners mostly use when 
participating or asking questions? Is it beneficial to learners and if so how? 
Ngubo   : Well as I’ve mentioned before my learners mostly use their mother-tongue to respond 
to questions and only few, the smarter ones respond to questions in English. Well for them I think it’s 
beneficial because it allows them to address the question the way they best understand it and if I allow 
them to ask in their mother-tongue learner participation tent to increase.  
Researcher  : Your learners are second and third speakers of English language, they do not 
speak English at home or even when they engage in talks amongst themselves as learners. Which 
method or teaching strategy do you use to assist learners in enhancing meaningful interactions and 
engagement with science concepts in your Life Sciences classroom? 
Ngubo   : No, they hardly speak English amongst themselves, they often speak using 
their mother-tongue most of the time and this is because of their background. In terms of methods that 
I use in enhancing meaningful interactions and engagement in my classes I sometimes use drawings 
and charts and place them of the board and ask them to identify whatever concept we will be treating 
and that time. This helps because not they will be standing up and going to the front and point those 
structures and parts and they will be saying something about them, their functions and so on.  Also I 
sometimes give them concepts/topics and they must go and prepare and come back and debate about 
the given concepts. And for personally I enjoy watching them debate on concepts because they get to 
express their views and shows how much do they know about that concept/topic. 
Researcher  : What are the benefits of such strategy? 
Ngubo   : Well the benefit of such strategy is that it motivates the learners you know, 
to work hard and t also helps to boost their confidence. The more they present it’s the more they learn 
and the more they will enjoy and pass tests and examinations because they are used to studying and 
gathering information based on a particular science concept. Also the best group always gets star 
stickers or smaller nyana prize just to uplift their mood and motivate them. This also helps because 
other learners will envy them and will make it a point that they work hard for the next group 
presentations.  
Researcher                   : As mentioned in the previous question that your learners are second and third 
speakers of English language, English language is foreign to them, they do not have a strong and rich 
vocabulary of the language (English). Having to explain certain scientific concepts maybe problematic, 
do you code-switch and allow your learners to code-switch as well since they lack vocabulary in the 
language of learning and teaching in order to increase interaction? Give reasons. 
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Ngubo                            : Yes I do code-switch during my lessons this is because I want to ensure that 
my learners understand what I’m teaching them. My main aim to code-switch is simply because I want 
my learners to grasp the understanding and I know they will best understand it if I sometimes say it in 
the language they best understand which is their mother-tongue. Yes I also allow my learners to code-
switch but up to a certain level as I’ve mentioned before, only when they struggle to say something in 
English that’s when I allow them to code-switch. For an example during presentations or whenever I 
pose a question to them during teaching and learning and the learners seems to don’t know how to put 
words in English in order to respond to the question I posed then allow them to code-switch. If do not 
allow them to code-switch I feel like I will not be allowing them to use their best tool which is their 
other tongue to engage with concepts and that wouldn’t be fair.  
Researcher                         : Which one do you prefer between teacher-centred and learner centred 
classroom interactions? Explain your answer. 
Ngubo                                      : For me personally I prefer teacher-centred [smiles] well this is because 
at times these learners when you allow them to engage in discussions and so on they tend to play and 
make noise about irrelevant things and now it’s an opportunity for those lazy ones to play around and 
not do work. Yes I sometimes allow them to centre the lessons but only when I’m not under pressure 
of covering up the curriculum on time. I mean you saw during the lessons while you [pointing at the 
researcher] were observing, I was doing most of the talking because I was trying to cover up quickly 
where we ended up last term because I arrived last term I was on sick leave so I was catching up so that 
I can officially start with term 3 work. 
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Appendix 5: Interview transcripts for Mr Nthorela 
Research Data Transcription Masters Programme 2019 
Subject: Research Interview 
Interviewee: Mr Nthorela 
School: Kanana Secondary School 
Venue for interview: Mr Nthorela’s classroom 
Age:  38 
Gender: Male 
Qualification: BED FET 
Subject Taught: Life Sciences 
Class: Grade 10 and 11 
Date: 26 July 2019 
Interviewer: Vuyo 
Researcher   : Sir, thank you very much for allowing to interview you 
Nthorela   : It’s my pleasure 
Researcher   : Sir, According to the Curriculum Assessment Policy Statement 
(CAPS) document and Schools Language policy, learners are supposed to be taught Life Sciences in 
English, which is the official language of instruction. How do you feel about this? And how does this 
affect or influence interactions in your classroom? 
Nthorela                                     : Ehh [looks at the roof] normally on an everyday basis a fewer number 
of learners are the ones that are participating due to the fact gore (that) when questions are asked they 
are asked in English due to the fact ya gore (that) whenever the paper is going to be written it will be 
written in English. Eh but some of them you can see reading from their minds that they do have the 
answer but they don’t know how to ask them, therefore it makes it difficult for me to invite them to 
actively participate in the lesson.  
Researcher                               : If it was up to you, which other South African language would you 
prefer to use to teach your learners? Give reasons. 
Nthorela                                   : Well basically I just think all the other South African official language 
should be allowed to be used as official languages of teaching and learning. I mean in a way every 
community will be catered and all learners will be given an equal advantage in the teaching and learning. 
For me I would prefer to use Setswana because it will help me to provide my learners with the 
understanding they need when learning Life Sciences. Also available textbooks that are written in 
English should be translated to other languages, languages which learners will understand more, I mean 
Setswana is related to Sesotho therefore learners from Tswana and Sotho cultural background will use 
those textbooks. Zulu is related Xhosa and isiNdebele, learners from those cultural background will use 
one textbook. In that way we will be advantaging our learners you see [smiles with a little laugh].  
Researcher                                : Describe the levels of your classroom interactions (teacher-learner, 
learner-learner) when you teach using English language. Do your learners engage in classroom 
discussions more or less? Explain. 
Nthorela                                     : Ehh [with a deep sigh and a tired face] normally they do on daily 
basis, they interact on a normal day. Their interaction is made easy because me as an educator I 
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understand the learner, my learners [points at himself] background, although we encourage them gore 
(that) they must try an read more of English writings your newspapers and magazines so that they 
become familiar with English because as you saw for yourself that language is a barrier.  
Researcher                              : What language do your learners mostly use when participating in 
classroom discussions and answering questions? 
Nthorela                               : My learners mostly use their mother tongue to respond to questions, as 
I’ve mentioned before we encourage them to speak English. You do get few individual who are smart 
like Mbali (Not the learners’ real name) who always answers in English and is confident answering, as 
for the rest it’s a big struggle.  
Researcher                             : Do you allow your learners to respond to your questions in their mother 
tongue? Give reasons. 
Nthorela                               : Ehh [Looks up] yes I allow them to respond to questions in their mother-
tongue and I accepted their responses but and that’s a big “BUT” [little laugh with a smile] I only allow 
them to use their mother-tongue when I see that they are struggling to find right words and then allow 
them to use their mother-tongue. Which of course will be followed by me saying it in a correct way to 
help the learner to remember. This is because these people [points at a group of learners passing outside 
the classroom] are so good in English, you can even see it when they write that there’s a big problem. 
Researcher                           : What language (Home language or English) do your learners mostly use 
when participating or asking questions? Is it beneficial to learners and if so how? 
Nthorela                                   : Their home language of course, I mean you saw for yourself when the 
other boy [trying to recall the learners name] eh khana ke mang bathong (what’s he’s name again) 
Thabo or Thabang was asking a question today he asked in Sesotho and I responded in English. So I 
guess it’s beneficial for them because that’s the best way they know how transfer and receive 
understanding. 
Researcher                                : Your learners are second and third speakers of English language, they 
do not speak English at home or even when they engage in talks amongst themselves as learners. Which 
method or teaching strategy do you use to assist learners in enhancing meaningful interactions and 
engagement with science concepts in your Life Sciences classroom? 
Nthorela                                           : At times after I have taught a particular topic, I often divide my 
learners in smaller nyana (little) groups of fours or fives and I tell them to go and prepare the topic that 
I have introduced to them and comes they must come back and present to us on what they have 
discovered or learned while they were studying the topic which I have prepared already. During those 
presentations I will always be in class to facilitate these whole presentations and ensuring that 
everything is under control. This obviously this depend on the amount of time we will be having to 
conduct the presentations, I always choose a day were we have double periods because it will allow for 
everyone to conduct their presentations.  
Researcher                                           : What are the benefits of such strategy? 
Nthorela                                               : The benefit of that methods is that at times me and my other 
colleagues who teach Life Sciences grade 11 is that we realised learners will understand the teacher but 
because on a daily basis they engage with one another and they understand each other better than they 
understand us teachers. Therefore it helps them to be free and unfold complex Life Sciences concepts 
with one another and best understand it the best way they know how from themselves. Also it allows 
them to express themselves the way in which they understand a particular given topic at that time and 
also it helps with motivations and boost their confidence. 
Researcher                                        : As mentioned in the previous question that your learners are 
second and third speakers of English language, English language is foreign to them, they do not have a 
strong and rich vocabulary of the language (English). Having to explain certain scientific concepts 
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maybe problematic, do you code-switch and allow your learners to code-switch as well since they lack 
vocabulary in the language of learning and teaching in order to increase interaction? Give reasons. 
Nthorela                                           : Yes I do code-switch but only when I see that they did not 
understand what I said in English, their facial expressions says a lot, if I can see that they did not 
understand me I then code-switch and use therefore mother tongue just to ensure that they do understand 
what I’m saying, especially when I give examples of whatever concept I will be treating at that time.  I 
also allow them to code-switch but I always emphasise that they first try an answer in English and only 
when they face difficulties that’s when they can code-switch. So the main aim of code-switching for 
me and my learners is just for meaning making and understanding. 
Researcher                                        : Which one do you prefer between teacher-centred and learner 
centred classroom interactions? Explain your answer. 
Nthorela                                               : I prefer both, when I’m under pressure of covering up the 
curriculum and want to stress on important concepts which appear on tests and examinations opt for 
teacher centred because it will allow me to say and cover up what needs to be done on time. When there 
is no pressure to cover up curriculum and there’s time I just centre my lessons around the learners and 
they get to learn amongst themselves and there’s enough time to for them to engage in those smaller 
nyana (little) discussions even though they make too much noise and some do not do what they are 
supposed to do.  
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Appendix 6: Coded interviews  
INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPT CODES CATEGORIES TENTATIVE  
THEMES/  
Interpretations 
According to the Curriculum 
Assessment Policy Statement 
(CAPS) document and Schools 
Language policy, learners are 
supposed to be taught Life Sciences 
in English, which is the official 
language of instruction. How do 
you feel about this? And how does 
this affect or influence interactions 
in your classroom? 
 
Ngubo             : Well [She takes a deep 
sigh] for me personally is not that 
much of a problem, in fact it makes life 
easy because the resources we use 
[pointing at the textbooks] to teach 
these learners life sciences are written 
in English. Also the Exam question 
papers are also written in English and 
learners do have a basic understanding 
of English from English as a separate 
learning area. Yes it’s in most cases 
learners tend to be shy to participate in 
class because they do not know how to 
say their answers and they then 
become shy and participate less during 
lessons.  
Nthorela: Ehh [looks at the roof] 
normally on an everyday basis a fewer 
number of learners are the ones that are 
participating due to the fact gore (that) 
when questions are asked they are 
asked in English due to the fact ya gore 
(that) whenever the paper is going to 
be written it will be written in English. 
Eh but some of them you can see 
reading from their minds that they do 
have the answer but they don’t know 
how to ask them, therefore it makes it 
difficult for me to invite them to 
actively participate in the lesson.  
 
 
 Mrs Ngubo 
 Not that much of a 
problem. 
 Makes life easy 
because the 
resources we use 
[pointing at the 
textbooks] to teach 
these learners life 
sciences are written 
in English. 
 Exam question 
papers are also 
written in English 
and learners do 
have a basic 
understanding of 
English from 
English as a 
separate learning 
area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Mr Nthorela 
 Normally on an 
everyday basis a 
fewer number of 
learners are the 
ones that are 
participating. 
 Some of them you 
can see reading 
from their minds 
that they do have 
the answer but they 
don’t know how to 
ask them. 
 Difficult for me to 
invite them to 
actively participate 
in the lesson. 
 
English helps the 
teacher to prepare 
learners for formal 
assessments. 
 
 
 
 
 
School  
Language policy 
revision not needed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Learners struggle to 
use English in 
classroom 
engagement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Teacher faces 
challenges when 
having to actively 
engage learners. 
The teacher sees no need for the 
school language policy to be 
changed. The teacher feels that the 
use of English language makes her 
life easy and it prepares learners to 
be able to answer assessment 
questions which are written in 
English.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Majority of learners struggle with 
the use of English language. 
 
 
Classroom participation is affected, 
learners struggle to use English to 
participate in class by asking and 
answering questions.  
 
 
Teacher encounters difficulties in 
engaging learners during the 
lessons.   
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If it was up to you, which other 
South African language would you 
prefer to use to teach your 
learners? Give reasons. 
 
Ngubo: I would prefer to continue 
using English because if I change to 
Xhosa or Zulu, yes they will 
understand but it will be hindering 
them in terms of answering assessment 
question like your tests and 
examinations which will be written in 
English. Only the clever ones will be 
able to translate their understanding 
from their mother tongue (Sotho) to 
English but the others will not be able 
to do the same and it will be a problem. 
Also if I teach them in their mother 
tongue I fear that they will try an 
attempt to answer questions in their 
mother tongue on the question papers 
which will be written in English that 
will shock the district office.  
Nthorela: Well basically I just think all 
the other South African official 
language should be allowed to be used 
as official languages of teaching and 
learning. I mean in a way every 
community will be catered and all 
learners will be given an equal 
advantage in the teaching and learning. 
For me I would prefer to use Setswana 
because it will help me to provide my 
learners with the understanding they 
need when learning Life Sciences. 
Also available textbooks that are 
written in English should be translated 
to other languages, languages which 
learners will understand more, I mean 
Setswana is related to Sesotho 
therefore learners from Tswana and 
Sotho cultural background will use 
those textbooks. Zulu is related Xhosa 
and isiNdebele, learners from those 
cultural background will use one 
textbook. In that way we will be 
 Mrs Ngubo 
 Continue using 
English. 
 Examinations will 
be written in 
English. 
 Examinations will 
be written in 
English. 
 Clever ones will be 
able to translate 
their understanding 
from their mother 
tongue (Sotho) to 
English. 
 Others will not be 
able to do the same 
and it will be a 
problem. 
 
 
 
 
 Nthorela 
 All the other South 
African official 
language. 
 All learners will be 
given an equal 
advantage in the 
teaching and 
learning. 
 Prefer to use 
Setswana 
 help me to provide 
my learners with 
the understanding 
 Available textbooks 
that are written in 
English should be 
translated to other 
languages 
 
 
Benefits of English in 
tests and 
examinations. 
 
 
 
 
 
Learners with good 
English vocabulary 
will succeed. 
 
 
Learners with poor 
English vocabulary 
will not succeed. 
 
 
 
 
 
Revision of language 
policy needed. 
 
 
Inclusion of other 
South African 
languages. 
 
 
 
 
 
Revision of teaching 
and learning 
resources. 
 
The teacher prefers to continue using 
English because she sees the benefit 
of English as a language of teaching 
and learning. 
 
 
 
Smart learners are the only ones who 
are able to actively participate in the 
lesson. Translating understanding 
from their mother-tongue to English 
will not be a problem. However 
learners with poor English 
vocabulary will not be able to 
translate from their mother-tongue 
to English.  
 
 
 
 
 
Teacher emphasises the need for 
inclusion of other South African 
language in teaching and learning 
Life Sciences. Benefits: 
 All learners of diverse 
cultural backgrounds will 
be accommodated and 
catered for in the teaching 
and learning of Life 
Sciences. 
 No culture will be 
excluded 
 Available teaching and 
learning resources written 
in English should be 
translated other South 
African languages. 
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advantaging our learners you see 
[smiles with a little laugh]. 
 
Describe the levels of your 
classroom interactions (teacher-
learner, learner-learner) when you 
teach using English language. Do 
your learners engage in classroom 
discussions more or less? Explain. 
 
Ngubo: My learner’s engagement and 
participation is less, you saw today 
how they were [pointing at the learners 
seats], I’m the one who is always 
talking. What you saw today is mostly 
what happens on an everyday basis. I 
mean I would try and engage them by 
asking them questions like I did today 
but only fewer learners respond and 
participate. The problem is that they 
cannot really express themselves in 
English and they not confident of 
themselves. But during practical 
investigations they engage very 
confidently so amongst themselves but 
maybe it’s because they use their 
mother tongue. 
 
Nthorela: Ehh [with a deep sigh and a 
tired face] normally they do on daily 
basis, they interact on a normal day. 
Their interaction is made easy because 
me as an educator I understand the 
learner, my learners [points at himself] 
background, although we encourage 
them gore (that) they must try an read 
more of English writings your 
newspapers and magazines so that they 
become familiar with English because 
as you saw for yourself that language 
is a barrier.  
 
 
 Mrs Ngubo 
 Engagement and 
participation is less 
 I’m the one who is 
always talking. 
 engage them by 
asking them 
questions 
 only fewer learners 
respond and 
participate 
 they cannot really 
express themselves 
in English 
 they not confident 
of themselves 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Mr. Nthorela 
 normally they do on 
daily basis 
 I understand the 
learner 
 they must try an 
read more of 
English writings 
your newspapers 
and magazines 
 
 
 
Poor learner 
participation. 
 
 
Teacher intervention 
strategy 
 
 
Lack of self-
expression in English 
 
Low self-esteem. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Learner participation 
and engagement in 
teaching and learning 
is satisfactory. 
 
Learners must 
familiarise themselves 
with English. 
Many learners do not participate 
despite the efforts made by the 
teacher to enhance classroom 
interaction. 
The teacher uses method of 
questioning, asking probing 
questions to learners to engage 
them.  
 
 
 
Learner’s poor vocabulary of 
English as the language of teaching 
and learning affects their 
participation in the classroom. 
Learners lack confidence and have 
low self-esteem. 
 
 
 
 
 
Learners to engage and participate in 
the classroom on a day to day basis. 
 
Teacher encourages learners to 
familiarise themselves with English 
by reading English Magazines and 
newspapers. 
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What language do your learners 
mostly use when participating in 
classroom discussions and 
answering questions? 
 
Ngubo: They use their home language 
Sesotho, always. They only attempt to 
answer in English whenever I tell them 
to translate whatever they said in 
Sotho to English and my goodness it’s 
a big struggle [put both her hands on 
her head while shaking her head 
sideways]. 
 
Nthorela: My learners mostly use their 
mother tongue to respond to questions, 
as I’ve mentioned before we 
encourage them to speak English. You 
do get few individual who are smart 
like Mbali (Not the learners’ real 
name) who always answers in English 
and is confident answering, as for the 
rest it’s a big struggle.  
 
 
 
 Mrs. Ngubo 
 their home 
language Sesotho 
 only attempt to 
answer in English 
whenever I tell 
them to translate 
 big struggle 
 
 
 
 
 
 Mr. Nthorela 
 use their mother 
tongue to respond 
to questions 
 we encourage them 
to speak English 
 Few individual who 
are smart like Mbali 
(Not the learners’ 
real name) who 
always answers in 
English. 
 
 
 
Both teachers state 
that their learners use 
their home-languages 
when participating in 
classroom 
discussions. 
Learners use their home-language 
when participating in the class 
because: 
 Learners lack vocabulary 
in the language of 
teaching and learning. 
 Learners are able to 
express themselves when 
using their mother-
tongue.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Do you allow your learners to 
respond to your questions in their 
mother tongue? Give reasons. 
 
Ngubo: Yes well in a case where they 
do not understand and now I allow 
them to respond during lessons to 
respond in their mother tongue but I 
tell them that during exams and SBAs 
(School Based Assessments) they are 
not going to be allowed to answer in 
Xhosa because such answers will not 
be accepted and it will make them not 
to pass the subject.   
 
Nthorela:  Ehh [Looks up] yes I allow 
them to respond to questions in their 
mother-tongue and I accepted their 
responses but and that’s a big “BUT” 
[little laugh with a smile] I only allow 
them to use their mother-tongue when 
I see that they are struggling to find 
 
 
 
 
 Mrs. Ngubo 
 Yes 
 in a case where they 
do not understand 
 during exams and 
SBAs (School 
Based 
Assessments) they 
are not going to be 
allowed to answer 
in Xhosa. 
 
 
 
 Mr. Nthorela 
 yes I allow them 
 I accepted their 
responses 
 only allow them to 
use their mother-
tongue when I see 
that they are 
struggling 
 help the learner to 
remember 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Code-switching as the 
preferred strategy by 
learners. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Both teachers agree to 
allowing learners to 
code-switch 
 
 
 
 
Code-switching was highlighted 
several times as one of the preferred 
strategy. This indicates that learners 
lack proficiency in English. 
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right words and then allow them to use 
their mother-tongue. Which of course 
will be followed by me saying it in a 
correct way to help the learner to 
remember. This is because these 
people [points at a group of learners 
passing outside the classroom] are not 
so good in English, you can even see it 
when they write that there’s a big 
problem. 
 
 
What language (Home language or 
English) do your learners mostly 
use when participating or asking 
questions? Is it beneficial to 
learners and if so how? 
 
Ngubo: Well as I’ve mentioned before 
my learners mostly use their mother-
tongue to respond to questions and 
only few, the smarter ones respond to 
questions in English. Well for them I 
think it’s beneficial because it allows 
them to address the question the way 
they best understand it and if I allow 
them to ask in their mother-tongue 
learner participation tent to increase.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Mrs. Ngubo 
 mostly use their 
mother-tongue 
 only few, the 
smarter ones 
respond to 
questions in English 
 I think it’s 
beneficial 
 if I allow them to 
ask in their mother-
tongue learner 
participation tent to 
increase 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Leaners preferred 
language of teaching 
and learning.  
Learners prefers to use their 
mother-tongue when asking and 
answering questions in the class. 
 
 
 
 
Allowing learners to code-switch 
enables them to get understanding 
and increase classroom interaction. 
 
Nthorela: Their home language of 
course, I mean you saw for yourself 
when the other boy [trying to recall the 
learners name] eh khana ke mang 
bathong (what’s he’s name again) 
Thabo or Thabang was asking a 
question today he asked in Sesotho and 
I responded in English. So I guess it’s 
beneficial for them because that’s the 
best way they know how transfer and 
receive understanding.  
 
 
 Mr. Nthorela 
 Their home 
language of course 
 I guess it’s 
beneficial 
 
Learners’ preferred 
language of teaching 
and learning 
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Your learners are second and third 
speakers of English language, they 
do not speak English at home or 
even when they engage in talks 
amongst themselves as learners. 
Which method or teaching strategy 
do you use to assist learners in 
enhancing meaningful interactions 
and engagement with science 
concepts in your Life Sciences 
classroom? 
 
Ngubo: No, they hardly speak English 
amongst themselves, they often speak 
using their mother-tongue most of the 
time and this is because of their 
background. In terms of methods that I 
use in enhancing meaningful 
interactions and engagement in my 
classes I sometimes use drawings and 
charts and place them of the board and 
ask them to identify whatever concept 
we will be treating and that time. This 
helps because not they will be standing 
up and going to the front and point 
those structures and parts and they will 
be saying something about them, their 
functions and so on.  Also I sometimes 
give them concepts/topics and they 
must go and prepare and come back 
and debate about the given concepts. 
And for personally I enjoy watching 
them debate on concepts because they 
get to express their views and shows 
how much do they know about that 
concept/topic 
 
Nthorela:  At times after I have taught 
a particular topic, I often divide my 
learners in smaller nyana (little) 
groups of fours or fives and I tell them 
to go and prepare the topic that I have 
introduced to them and comes they 
must come back and present to us on 
what they have discovered or learned 
while they were studying the topic 
which I have prepared already. During 
those presentations I will always be in 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Mrs. Ngubo 
 
 No 
 they hardly speak 
English amongst 
themselves 
 often speak using 
their mother-tongue 
 use drawings and 
charts 
 This helps 
 give them 
concepts/topics and 
they must go and 
prepare and come 
back and debate 
about the given 
concepts 
 I enjoy watching 
them debate 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Mr. Nthorela 
 prepare the topic 
 present to us on 
what they have 
discovered or 
learned 
 I will always be in 
class to facilitate 
these whole 
presentations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Learners’ Use of 
English in the 
classroom 
 
 
 
Teacher interventions 
to enhance interaction 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Teacher interventions 
to enhance interaction 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Most of the time learners do not use 
English in the classroom. 
 
 
 
 
Teachers strategies aimed at 
enhancing interaction 
 Presentations 
 Debates 
Benefits of those strategies 
 Boost learners confidence 
 Boost learners self-
esteem 
 Increases classroom 
interaction. 
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class to facilitate these whole 
presentations and ensuring that 
everything is under control. This 
obviously this depend on the amount 
of time we will be having to conduct 
the presentations, I always choose a 
day were we have double periods 
because it will allow for everyone to 
conduct their presentations.  
 
 
 
 
 
What are the benefits of such 
strategy? 
 
Ngubo: Well the benefit of such 
strategy is that it motivates the learners 
you know, to work hard and it also 
helps to boost their confidence. The 
more they present it’s the more they 
learn and the more they will enjoy and 
pass tests and examinations because 
they are used to studying and gathering 
information based on a particular 
science concept. Also the best group 
always gets star stickers or smaller 
nyana prize just to uplift their mood 
and motivate them. This also helps 
because other learners will envy them 
and will make it a point that they work 
hard for the next group presentations.  
Nthorela: The benefit of that methods 
is that at times me and my other 
colleagues who teach Life Sciences 
grade 11 is that we realised learners 
will understand the teacher but 
because on a daily basis they engage 
with one another and they understand 
each other better than they understand 
us teachers. Therefore it helps them to 
be free and unfold complex Life 
Sciences concepts with one another 
 Mrs. Ngubo 
 motivates the 
learners 
 boost their 
confidence 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Mr. Nthorela 
 helps them to be 
free and unfold 
complex Life 
Sciences concepts 
 allows them to 
express themselves 
the way in which 
they understand 
 helps with 
motivations and 
boost their 
confidence. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Improves classroom 
interaction, boost 
learners confidence 
and self-esteem. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Both teachers admit to code-
switching and allowing their 
learners to code-switch as well 
because: 
 They want to help 
learners to understand 
certain Life Sciences 
concepts. 
 Increase classroom 
interaction. 
 Engage their learners. 
 Make their learners to 
feel free. 
 
107 
 
and best understand it the best way 
they know how from themselves. Also 
it allows them to express themselves 
the way in which they understand a 
particular given topic at that time and 
also it helps with motivations and 
boost their confidence.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Mrs. Ngubo 
 Yes I do code-
switch 
 want to ensure that 
my learners 
understand what 
I’m teaching them 
 I want my learners 
to grasp the 
understanding 
 Yes I also allow my 
learners to code-
switch 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Mr. Nthorela 
 Yes I do code-
switch but only 
when I see that they 
did not understand 
 I also allow them to 
code-switch 
 For meaning 
making and 
understanding. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Both teacher code-
switch to emphasise 
understanding. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As mentioned in the previous 
question that your learners are 
second and third speakers of 
English language, English language 
is foreign to them, they do not have 
a strong and rich vocabulary of the 
language (English). Having to 
explain certain scientific concepts 
maybe problematic, do you code-
switch and allow your learners to 
code-switch as well since they lack 
vocabulary in the language of 
learning and teaching in order to 
increase interaction? Give reasons. 
 
Ngubo: Yes I do code-switch during 
my lessons this is because I want to 
ensure that my learners understand 
what I’m teaching them. My main aim 
to code-switch is simply because I 
want my learners to grasp the 
understanding and I know they will 
best understand it if I sometimes say it 
in the language they best understand 
which is their mother-tongue. Yes I 
also allow my learners to code-switch 
but up to a certain level as I’ve 
mentioned before, only when they 
struggle to say something in English 
that’s when I allow them to code-
switch. For an example during 
presentations or whenever I pose a 
question to them during teaching and 
learning and the learners seems to 
don’t know how to put words in 
English in order to respond to the 
question I posed then allow them to 
code-switch. If do not allow them to 
code-switch I feel like I will not be 
allowing them to use their utmost tool 
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which is their other tongue to engage 
with concepts and that wouldn’t be 
fair. 
 
Nthorela: Yes I do code-switch but 
only when I see that they did not 
understand what I said in English, their 
facial expressions says a lot, if I can 
see that they did not understand me I 
then code-switch and use therefore 
mother tongue just to ensure that they 
do understand what I’m saying, 
especially when I give examples of 
whatever concept I will be treating at 
that time.  I also allow them to code-
switch but I always emphasise that 
they first try an answer in English and 
only when they face difficulties that’s 
when they can code-switch. So the 
main aim of code-switching for me 
and my learners is just for meaning 
making and understanding. 
 
Which one do you prefer between 
teacher-centred and learner centred 
classroom interactions? Explain 
your answer. 
Ngubo: For me personally I prefer 
teacher-centred [smiles] well this is 
because at times these learners when 
you allow them to engage in 
discussions and so on they tend to play 
and make noise about irrelevant things 
and now it’s an opportunity for those 
lazy ones to play around and not do 
work. Yes I sometimes allow them to 
centre the lessons but only when I’m 
not under pressure of covering up the 
curriculum on time. I mean you saw 
during the lessons while you [pointing 
at the researcher] were observing, I 
was doing most of the talking because 
I was trying to cover up quickly where 
we ended up last term because I 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Mrs. Ngubo 
 I prefer teacher-
centred 
 I sometimes allow 
them to centre the 
lessons 
 when I’m not under 
pressure of 
covering up the 
curriculum on time 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Mr. Nthorela 
 prefer both 
 
 
 
 
Teacher-centred 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bothe teacher-centred 
and learner-centred. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There is a contrast between the two 
teachers in preference between 
teacher-centred lessons and learner-
centred: 
 Mrs. Ngubo prefers 
teacher-centred because it 
allows her to cover 
curriculum on time and 
submit SBA marks on 
time. 
 Mr. Nthorela prefers both. 
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arrived last term I was on sick leave so 
I was catching up so that I can 
officially start with term 3 work. 
 
Nthorela: I prefer both, when I’m 
under pressure of covering up the 
curriculum and want to stress on 
important concepts which appear on 
tests and examinations opt for teacher 
centred because it will allow me to say 
and cover up what needs to be done on 
time. When there is no pressure to 
cover up curriculum and there’s time I 
just centre my lessons around the 
learners and they get to learn amongst 
themselves and there’s enough time to 
for them to engage in those smaller 
nyana (little) discussions even though 
they make too much noise and some do 
not do what they are supposed to do.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
